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MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES IN THE 
SAN PEDRO-LONG BEACH AREA 


THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 15, 1955 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Minrrary OpPrraATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a. m. in room 229 
of the Federal Building. 

Present: Representative Chet Holifield (chairman) and Repre- 
sentative Glenard P. Lipscomb. 

Also present: Michael P. Balwan, staff director; Herbert Roback, 
‘lirector of investigations; James F. Eckhart, assistant counsel. 

Mr. Houtrrecp. The subcommittee will be in order. 

This hearing is called by the Military Operations Subcommittee of 
the House Committee on Government Operations. I am chairman of 
the subcommittee. Congressman Glen Lipscomb, member of the sub- 
committee, is here with me today. 

Other members of the subcommittee were unable to attend because 
of prior commitments. 

The sunaes matter of the hearing is the proposed disestablishment 
of the San Pedro Naval Supply Depot and its merger with the supply 
depot of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, located at Terminal Island. 

Our subcommittee held previous hearings on this matter in Wash- 
ington, D. C., June 7 and 20 of this year. The i inquiry was initiated at 
the ~~ of Congressman Cecil King, in whose district the San 
Pedro Naval Supply Depot is located. Congressman King and per- 
sons representing the depot employees, as well as local civic organi- 
zations in San Pedro, brought to the attention of the subcommittee 
certain information regarding the proposed removal of the supply 
depot and merger with the shipyard’s supply operations. They chal- 
lenged facts and figures presented by Navy officials, who sought to 
justify the move on economy grounds. 

On the basis of the W ashington hearings our subcommittee pre- 
pared a preliminary report, which was un: animously adopted by the 
full Committee on Government Operations of the United States House 
of Representatives. 

In this report, House Report No. 1456, 84th Congress, 1st session, 
we stated our judgment that the Navy’s case for the removal of the 
naval supply depot was inconclusive and unconvincing. We found 
no real evidence that the Navy officials concerned had ‘pl: inned care- 
fully for this move. The alleged savings, said to be largely person- 
nel, were not backed up by any studies, so far as we could determine. 

1 
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Since the burden of justification for the action rests on the Navy, 
we came here to find out whether the local Navy officials could offer 
any better reason than their superiors in Washington, D.C. We will 
also endeavor to reconcile conflicting testimony given at the previous 
hearings and to fill information gaps in the record. In this connection 
we inspected the supply facilities at San Pedro and Long Beach, as 
well as those at Torrance, which are connected with the San Pedro 
depot. 

We were advised that Rear Adm. J. D. Parks, Deputy Chief of the 
Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, Department of the Navy, has 
come here from Washington with members of his staff to consult with 
Navy officials at the supply depot and shipyard in preparation for 
this hearing. 

Admiral Parks has a statement which he wishes to present to the 
subcommittee. We will hear this statement and then proceed t 
question him, as well as other Navy representatives from Washington, 
and from the local installations, in attendance at this meeting. 

Each witness will be asked to state clearly for the record his full 
name, rank, and position. We request the witnesses to confine their 
remarks to factual statements, and, where information is lacking, to 
so indicate. If certain factual material in the form of documents 
or otherwise is not available here, we will request Admiral Parks to 
supply it for the record in Washington. 

May I say that any other persons who have pertinent information 
to present to the subcommittee will be given an opportunity to appear 
as witnesses. 

Admiral Parks, you have supplied us with a list of witnesses. Are 
these the people who are in attendance, the ones whom you expect to 
make statements ? 

Admiral Parks. These people are in attendance. 

Mr. Houirtevp. For questioning, if the committee desires ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hottrretp. Will you please be sworn? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

(The witness was sworn. ) 


TESTIMONY OF REAR ADM. J. D. PARKS, DEPUTY CHIEF, BUREAU 
OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Mr. Houtrretp. We will now be glad to hear your statement, sir. 

Admiral Parks. I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that in the 
course of this statement I will be very happy to answer any questions, 
or if the committee desires to wait until I have finished, I would be 
happy to answer questions, 

Mr. Horirrevp. It will be our policy to let you finish your statement, 
sir, and then we will take it up point by point. 

Admiral Parks. I see. 

I would like to offer some additional information relative to points 
on which conflicting testimony has been presented for purposes of 
clarifying the record and the position of the Bureau of Supplies and 
Accounts and the Navy Department. 

First, the decision to consolidate the functions of the Naval Supply 
Depot, San Pedro, with those of the Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, was 
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not made lightly or capriciously as has been suggested, but rather was 
the result of several detailed i inquiries into the extent and nature of 
the supply support facilities required after the cessation of hostilities 
in Korea. In the fall of 1953, a Bureau of Supplies and Accounts 
ad hoc committee which had been formed for this purpose, inquired 
into and recommended to the Chief, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, 
the reduction in scope of a number of activities, including NSD, San 
Pedro. As a result of these recommendations, the Medical and Dental 
Supply Depot, Edgewater, N. J., was disestablished; the Tacoma an- 
nex of SND, Seattle, was closed ; and the mission of the Naval Supply 
Facilities, New York, w as sharply curtailed. The transfer of supply 
functions from NSD, San Pedro, to the supply department of the 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard was deferred pending further discussions 
with appropriate fleet commands and Bureau of Ships. 

In 1954, the Director of Planning, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, 
recommended to the Chief, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, the 
abandonment of the leased space in San Pedro and consolidation of 
the depot proper in the Torrance Annex, with a fleet landing to be 
located in the shipyard. 

Finally, in 1955, in consonance with Department of Defense and 
congressional mandates relative to relinquishing leased space,’ and in 
compliance with CNO directives to reduce the number of military per- 
sonnel,? the decision to disestablish San Pedro was tentatively agreed 
upon. 

A this point, there was prepared an informal study of personnel re- 
quirements for the NSY Long Beach Supply Department after the 
transfer. This study was made by projecting workloads in each sup- 
ply subfunction, and converting these workloads to man-months by 
the use of selected production rates, which were obtained from the 
cost and work measurement reports submitted by Long Beach. 

Also, the Navy has previously testified that its estimate of the cost 
of consolidation aggregates $820,500, and has also stated that the 
estimate of repetitive annual savings would total $920,000. Several 
factors have emerged during the consolidation process which now 
allow a firmer estimate of costs and savings. A restudy has been made, 
and the resultant data now indicate that the one-time costs involved 
total $232,100 and that the annual permanent savings will be $963,914. 
In addition, materials handling equipment with an acquisition value 
of $270,000 will become available for use elsewhere. The annual sav- 
ings anticipated include $858,000 for personnel and $105,914 on leases. 
Other savings, such as the cost of maintenance of building interiors, 
roads, and utilities, have not been included. 

The record indicates Messrs. Wilson and Garrison have alleged that 
the one-time costs will be $3,444,200 as compared to the Navy’s estimate 
of $820,500 (now decreased to $232,100 as noted above). Among the 
items of the alleged costs, the Navy cannot agree that the capital invest- 
ment in 5 warehouses of $1,250,000, or the $500,000 for back rental of 
these warehouses and the land on which they are located, are proper 
charges against this project. By court judgment under Civil 13204— 
WM, the warehouses are the property of the Outer Harbor Dock & 
Wharf Co. This judgment was a result of litigation undertaken prior 





1 Department of Defense Directive No. 4165.16 of April 6, 1955. 
2 Chief of Naval Operations Serial 01090 P10 of December 27, 1954. 
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to the Navy’s decision to disestablish the depot, and is an action entirely 
independent of this project. Likewise, the payment of back rental 
with accrued interest is independent of this project and attributable 
directly to the court, judgment previously mentioned. In other words, 
the value of the loss of the structures involved and the assessment of 
term rental would have to be paid by the Navy under any conditions. 
It is similarly considered that restoration costs are not chargeable to 
this project. 

Now, I want to go off my statement here a minute. My point is, 
Mr. Chairman, the Navy was obligated for these expenditures, and 
this loss of property, regardless of whether it occurs tod: iy, 5 years 
from today, or 20 years from today. The only way that we could get 
out of those restoration costs and so forth would be to retain the prop- 
erty in Picea which, as far as I know, has never been considered 
seriously by the Navy. 

Other items of the alleged costs involving $300,000 for a small-boat 
landing and $124,000 to relocate Butler buildings to the shipyard for 
reefer and transit space represent work which the Nav y does not plan 
toaccomplish. Instead, 2 reefer boxes will be installed at an estimated 
cost of $5,300. Another item in the amount of $175,000 involving 
disassembly and movement of Butler buildings to the shipyard will 
not be accomplished. In lieu of this project, ‘existing building space 
in the shipyard will be improved at an estimated cost of $41,000 to 
provide needed preservation facilities. 

As to the alleged permanent costs, as submitted by Messrs. Wilson 
and Garrison, none of the items are accepted by the Navy as valid. 
The drum rental item is considered not applicable since it is part of a 
general supply system improvement program, entailing a joint 
logistic effort with the Army, and is not, in any manner, directly 
related to the depot disestablishment. 

I would like to go off my statement a minute there and state that 
this thing was e onsidered as far back as Januar y of 1954, and a detailed 
study was made at this time, that this plan that we have to rotate 
the drums through the Army stock was a saving to the Navy over the 
present system of maintaining them in stock at Torrance. 

The additional personnel required for the fuel depot is far less 
than alleged. Furthermore, these additional personnel have been 
included in the total additional requirements for the shipyard and 
fuel depot, and do not reduce the minimum net savings of 195. The 
alleged additional costs for shiploadings over commercial piers are 
not supported by the facts as we have interpreted them. A prefer- 
ential agreement will be consummated with the municipal authorities 
which will enable the Navy to accomplish shiploading without appre- 
ciable additional costs. 

Incidentally, there, Mr. Chairman, I have Mr. Kirkland here, who 
can substantiate those figures. 

The other alleged permanent costs were apparently developed by 
application of the industrial funding procedure of the shipyard. 
They are not applicable in this case. T he costs of true king and supply 
support will not carry NIF overhead; consequently, the trucking costs 
will be approximately the same. There will actually be some ‘slight 
saving to the Government in fiscal services, even though BuShips 
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may bill BuSandA for slightly more money than BuSandA’s current 
charges. 

With regard to our support of certain Air Force units, I can say 
that the support rendered the Air Force will continue as heretofore. 
As to the Marine Corps, if the cargo operations previously required 
should continue, the required services will be : accomplished over com- 
mercial pier space, and administered by the Supply Department of 
the shipyard. There will be no impairment of any of those services 
now being rendered to any of the activities in the area, including those 
to the Marines and Air Force. 

I have personally followed the planning for this move, and I feel 
our estimate of annual savings cal the present estimate of total ‘one 
time” costs chargeable against the move are reasonably accurate. Fur- 
ther, we have every reason to believe that as the expanded operation 
at the shipyard stabilizes, there will be even further efliciency and 
savings effected, as well as an increasing satisfaction among the fleet 
and shore units served. 

I have a summary and analyses of one time costs and permanent 
savings as appendices (a) and (b) to my statement. 

Now, at this point, Mr. Chairman, 1 would like to go into a little 
discussion of the projected savings of 195 people, which we have 
indicated in the statement. 

Mr. Hoxtrretp. First let us determine, do you wish to have these 
appendixes accepted as a part of the record at this time, or do you 
wish to read them with the explanatory items underneath ? 

Admiral Parks. Whatever you say, sir. 

Mr. Hortrrerp. I think they should be read into the record as 
presented. 

Admiral Parks. All right, sir. 

The first one is an analysis of the alleged costs as submitted by Mr. 
Wilson and Mr. Garrison. 

They list one-time costs: 

1. Restoration of property leased from the city of Los Angeles, 
$500,000, 

Abandonment of capital investment represented by 5 warehouses 
built at Government expense, $1,250,000, 

3. Estimated rental if buildings are declared the property of Outer 
Harbor Dock & Wharf Co., $500,000. 

4. Settlement of Outer Harbor Case 339-53 in Court of Claims 
based on previous move in 1950, $155,000. 

These four items are not valid charges to the one-time cost of dis- 
establishing the depot. The first item is an estimate of the liability of 
the Navy for restoration of property which is occupied under leases 
with the city of Los Angeles. This obligation was undertaken by the 
Navy upon the execution of leases well in advance of the decision to 
disestabish the depot. Item 2 is not a valid charge since by court 
decision on May 24, 1955, the five buildings are the property of Outer 
Harbor Dock & Wharf Co. Again, the litigation preceding this 
court decision was in being substantially prior to the decision to close 
the depot. Items 3 and 4 are estimates of the expense to the Navy 
to settle claims arising from the court judgment previously men- 
tioned. 

The next three items: Penalty for terminating automatic switch- 
board at San Pedro, $10,000. 
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(i. Expansion of naval base telephone system, $1,200. 

7. Alterations to building 53, shipyard, to provide adequate office 
space, $158,000. 

The above items, 5, 6, and 7, are approximately correct and are there- 
fore confirmed by the Navy. 

: Item 8 here is disassemble and move Butler buildings from San 
Pedro to the shipyard, $175,000. This project, as I mentioned in my 
statement, is not required now and will not be accomplished. ‘ 

Item 9, provide office space at Torrance, $5,000. This item will be 
accomplished at an estimated cost of $3,300. 

_ Item 10, provide household effects reception center, $5,000. This 
item will be accomplished at an estimated cost of $3,800. 

Item 11, move the chronometer pool to the shipyard, $5,000. This 
item will be accomplished at an estimated cost of $500. 

Construct small-boat landing at shipyard, $300,000. This item is 
not needed and will not be accomplished. The present small-boat 
landing on pier 4 is adequate. 

Item 13, relocate Butler buildings in the shipyard for reefer space 
and transit area. $124,000. This item is not needed and will not be 
accomplished. However, two excess reefer boxes will be installed at 
the small-boat landing at a cost of $3,300. 

_ Item 14, construct cold-storage plant in the shipyard, $100,000. This 
item is not needed and will not be accomplished. 

Item 15, transportation costs to relocate stock, $37,000. This item 
cannot be identified ; therefore, no evaluation is made. 

Item 16, relocation costs to transfer drums to Army, $17,000. 

Item 17, 12 months storage for drum at contractor’s plant, $77,000. 

Item 18, drum unloading and storage charges by the contractor, 
$13,000. 

Ttem 19, naval supply depot labor to load drums on trucks, $12,000. 

These Jast four items, Items 16, 17, 18, and 19, represent expenses 
involved in transferring drums to the Army. The transfer of these 
drums from NSD, San Pedro (Torrance Annex), to the Army was 
made as a supply system improvement, and was not a result of the 
decision to disestablish the depot, and any costs in connection with 
this project should not be considered. The Navy, while having a re- 
quirement for these drums to meet loading out demands, does not have 
a peacetime demand which would permit proper rotation of the 
drums. The Army does, and will rotate the drums in such a manner 
as to preclude cyclic reconditioning, thus providing a substantial an- 
nual savings to the Navy in drum-reconditioning costs. 

It is interesting to note that Navy experience in the past indicates 
that it costs approximately $0.75 per drum per year to properly cyclic 
recondition drums held in reserve storage. An existing contract with 
Lorentz Barrel & Drum Co., San Jose, Calif., for reconditioning drums 
at. Point Molate, Calif., contains a unit price of $1.50 per drum for 
this work. Drums require reconditioning once each 24 months on the 
average when held in covered storage. 

Now, the second part of this annex is listed as the permanent costs, 
or the recurring annual costs. The first item they have is the rental 
of contractor space for drums. This item is not applicable for the 
reasons which I stated above under item 19. 

Item 2 under their permanent costs, additional costs of shiploading 
over commercial docks, $100,561. 


stow 
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This item was apparently developed on the theory that cargo will 
be handled by several ee companies over their commercial 
docks, thus requiring the Navy to pay regular commercial stevedor- 
ing rates. ‘The Navy does not plan to operate in this manner. In- 
stead, an agreement will be negotiated with the board of harbor com- 
missioners of the city of Long Beach for a preferential assignment 
of facilities for the loading and discharge of cargo. In addition, a 
contract will be negotiated with a stevedoring company, under the 
same conditions as prevail in the present Navy stevedoring contract 
for operation at the Navy pier. Under this arrangement basic steve- 
doring rates comparable to present depot rates w ill be available, and 
terminal expenses will probably be approximately the same as the 
present lease and terminal expenses incurred at the depot pier. A 
comparison of basic commodity rates commercially and under Navy 
contract indicates the following : 

Commercial rate for cement is $4.34 per short ton. Navy rate is 
$3.14 per long ton. . General cargo, $4.04, commercial, per measure- 
ment ton. Navy is $2.37 per measurment ton. 

The increased transportation costs over the present method—they 
have a figure here of $402,499. This item was Spenney. computed 
by the application of naval industrial fund overhead charges to the 
basic truck transportation costs. It is therefore not applicable, since 
the naval industrial fund overhead charges will not be applied. 
Trucking costs at the shipyard will be basically the same as at the 
depot for equipment-hour operation. 

The fourth item they have there is increased accounting costs to 

satellite activities of $150,000. This item again apparently results 
from naval industrial fund overhead charges “application, which will 
not. be applied. 

They have here the fifth item, additional personnel requirements for 
the fuel depot as a separate command, $240,000. This item is not 
applicable as a separate permanent expense item, since personnel allo- 

cations made elsewhere and upon which the Navy’s estimate of annual 
savings is largely based, take into account personnel for the fuel depot. 

Now, the summary we have of the one-time costs and permanent 
savings determined by the Navy: 

First item is rehabilitation of office facilities in building 53 of the 
shipyard, $158,000. Parenthetically I might state that since I have 
been out there I think possibly that can be reduced by some $25,000. 

The consolidation of packing and preservation facilities in building 
50 of the shipyard, $41,000. 

Item 3, alteration to warehouse 32, Torrance, for disposal opera- 
tions, $11,000. 

Alterations to building, Torrance, for office, $3,300. 

Alterations to building for household effects office, $3,800. 

Installation of reefers on waterfront at the shipyard, $3,300. 

Penalty for termination of the switchboard at the depot, $10,000. 

Expansion of the naval base telephone system, $1,200. 

Move the chronometer pool, $500. Total of $2 32,100. 

Permanent savings or, rather, regular annual savings, termination 
of leases, $105,914. 

Personnel savings, $963,914. 

Release of 99 pieces of materials handling equipment—wait a min- 
ute. This figure here doesn’t check with our statement. 
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Mr. Tortver. Yes, sir, the personnel savings was erroneously com- 
puted. 

Mr. Hotirrevp. Will the witness please rise and identify himself? 

Mr. Toriver. Tam Harry Toliver, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 

Mr. Hoxirmxip. Will you please be sworn in at ae time? 

(The witness was sworn.) 


TESTIMONY OF HARRY TOLLIVER, SPACE CONTROL BRANCH, 
BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
NAVY 


Mr. Totniver. The item that Admiral Parks has just mentioned, the 
permanent savings listed under summary of the one-time costs and 
permanent savings determined by the Navy, item 1, is termination of 
leases, $105,914. Item 2 was personnel savings. We have listed 
$963,914. That figure was erroneously typed ‘vesterday afternoon, 
and it does include the first-named sav ings; in other words, it includes 
the $105,914 for leases. The figure, therefor e, should be, termination 
of leases, $105,914; personnel savings, $558, 000 : total savings, $963,914. 

Admiral Parks. Well, we m: ade some little errors in typing here 
yesterday. 

Other savings which we haven’t figured in here, but we listed here 
for your consideration: The release of 99 pieces of materials-handling 
equipment, acquisition value of $270,000. 

Mr. Hottrrenp. Does that conclude your prepared statement ? 

Admiral Parks. That concludes my prepared statement. But I 
have a few little rough remarks, sir. 

Mr. Horirrenp. Alby ight. you may proceed. 

Admiral Parks. If you will permit me, sir: At this point I would 
like to go into a little discussion of the wrojadted savings in personne! 
of 195, which we have indicated in our statement. If I told you that 
we knew exactly how many people are going to: be saved incident to 
this move, I would not be telling you the truth. The staffing of an 
office is not an exact science which can be worked out with a slide rule. 
Similarly, if I told you when we dropped a bomb from an airplane 
that we know exactly where it is going to hit, I would likewise not 
be telling you the truth. However, as in the case of bombing, in the 
staffing of an office we have certain guides which we can use to estimate 
our target. Our past experience has shown that our estimates have 
never been very far off. 

The figure of 195 savings which we have quoted is actually the 
difference between the present funded complement of the two activi- 
ties and an estimate of what will be required under the combined 
ope ration. 

This estimate of what will be required under the combined opera 
tion has not only been worked out with such empirical formulas as 
we have, but was the result of a detailed check with supervisors down 
on the working level. There are many of these savings which are 
readily apparent to any sensible businessman without the use of any 
detailed study. 

For example, starting in at the top with such administrative over- 
head as the captain’s secretary, office services, guards to protect the 
property, forces to maintain the 22d Street property, warehousemen 
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who will not be needed when the duplicate stock is consolidated, 
supervisors at practically all levels. 

Anybody can take a look at that and see that there will be savings. 
However, we ‘have made several detailed studies on this matter, and, 
to illustrate what we call in gunnery practice as a pattern, I will in- 
dicate how our estimates converge at about 200 people. 

Our original study indicated a saving of about 250. The naval 
supply depot itself made a study which came up with an estimated 
saving of about 238 people. The shipyard estimated savings of about 
200, “Now, we have this figure of 195 which has been, as is stated 
above, checked at the actual operating level. This, we believe, is a 
most conservative estimate. 

There actually are other hidden personnel savings of about, we 
figure, 180 people over and above this 195. But we are not arguing 
about them. 1 simply quote them for your information. This rep- 
resents requirements to cover new programs which the shipyard has 
recently taken over; to cover shipyard work alone in technical mate- 
rial, independent of ‘the merger. Note that these requirements for the 
shipyard have been inc Juded in the total requirements for the com- 
bined operations. But they are not now included in the funded 
complement. 

The shipyard has understandably not requested funds for these addi- 
tional people, pending the merger: these peop me they were hired 
now, would have to be laid off when the merger ; place. 

Mr. Horirterp. Does that conclude your statement 

Admiral Parks. That concludes 1 

Mr. Houtrietp, You don’t have a copy of that ? 

Admiral Parks. This is very rough here. I wrote it up on the 
way up. 

Mr. Houtrreip. Will you please pass that up to Mr. Baldwan / 

Now, Admiral Parks, we will give the staff, wno have been study- 
ing the records of the Naval Establishment, a chance to go through 
your statement and ask certain questions. 

Mr. Lipscomb, do you wish to ask ary questions, first, at this time 4 

Mr. Lirscoms. No, Mr. Chairman, I believe it is better for the 
staff to go ahead with it. 

Mr. Houtrrenp. Mr. Roback, you may now question the admiral 
on the points in his prepared statement and his remarks. 

Mr. Ropackx. Admiral Parks, are you suggesting in this statement 
or are you conveying to the committee that this deci ‘ision to remove 
the dlepot came as a result of these actions described in paragraphs 
1 and 2; first, with regard to the findings of this so-c: valle ad hoe 
committee, and, sécondly, a recommendation by the Director of Plan- 
ning in the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts 

Admiral Parks. No. What I intend to say is that this merger was 
under consideration at that time and was kept constantly in the back 
of our minds until, as I stated, in 1955, when we had two converging 
directives which indicated to us that now is the time to take action on 
this matter which we had been considering since 1955. 

Mr. Ropack. Wasn't it a fact that it was under consideration since 
at least 1947 ¢ 

Admiral Parks. Since 1947% I can’t say. I can’t answer that. 
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Mr. Ropack. Well, with reference to this so-called ad hoc com- 
mittee, will you tell us what kind of conmmittee this was, or who was 
on the committee? What kind of findings, generally, were presented ? 

Adiniral Parks. Yes, sir. I can’t at the present time give you the 
names of the people who were on the committee, but I can furnish it 
for the record. 

Mr. Ropack. Can you furnish the committee with a copy of the 
report / 

Admiral Parks. Excerpts from the committee’s report have already 
been furnished the committee. 

Mr. Rowack. Do you have any objections to furnishing the full 
report to the committee? 

Admiral Parks. No, no, we have no objection to furnishing the 
full report. 

Mr. Ropack. Mr. Chairman, if 1 may so request, we would like to 
have the report supplied to us in Washington and made a part of the 
record. 

Mr. Hotrtetp. You will supply that ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir, by all means. 

There are many parts of this committee report which are not appli- 
cable to this operation at all. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


PART V—DEACTIVATION OF BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS FINANCED SUPPLY 
ACTIVITIES 


It is assumed that Bureau of Supplies and Accounts objectives with regard to 
its supply distribution activities are: 

(a) To provide efficient supply support to the fleet ; to overseas and continental 
bases and industrial establishments. 

(b>) To maintain in being, to the greatest extent possible, the framework of 
a mobilization supply distribution system. 
Nupply departments 

sureau of Supplies and Accounts finances, in addition to supply centers and 
depots, the supply departments of shipyards and naval stations. As long as the 
parent activity remains, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts is obliged to continue 
support of these supply departments. At the present time there is no indication 
of deactivation of any of the shipyards or naval stations. Hence, these supply 
departments will continue as major users of Bureau of Supplies and Accounts 
funds (20 percent of program 11 in fiscal year 1953). It is possible, of course, 
to scrutinize their mission and workload as previously discussed. 


Naval supply centers and depots 


Assuming that there will be no substantial reduction in fleet operations, the 
following brief comments are tnade as to the operational support status of each 
naval supply center and depot. 

Tidewater: 

NSD Newport: Mission has expanded at request of fleet. 

NSD Bayonne: No drastic reduction of mission contemplated. Presently 
absorbing NSF New York functions. 

M & DSD Edgewater: Deactivation and disposal of plant is indicated. 

NSF New York: Has been divested of most support functions. Designation 
as Bayonne Annex would offer some savings. 

NSC Norfolk: No substantial mission changes indicated. 

NSD San Diego: No substantial mission changes indicated. 

NSD San Pedro: Reevaluation in process. Impetus to vacate leased water- 
front buildings. Short-range prospects: transfer of supply workload to 
shipyard feasible, retaining Torrance Annex and fueling facilities. Long- 
range prospects: ComWesSeaFron urges San Pedro capability for over- 
seas support role to complement Oakland. 

NSC Oakland: No substantial mission change indicated. 
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NSD Seattle: No substantial mission change indicated at present. Evalua- 
tion of need for Tacoma Annex indicated. If money pinch becomes 
extreme, Bremerton could provide area support. 

The workload of all coastal supply activities probably will tend downward. 
Personnel staffing compensations can be made accordingly. With the exception 
of Edgewater and NSF New York, each has a vital fleet-support role in 
mobilization. 


Inland depots 


The missions of the inland supply depots are difficult to define, partly because 
of the lack of consistent opinion as to their role over the years and partly due 
to the accordianlike aspects of feast or famine budgets. Originally contemplated 
as wholesale backup points for coastal depots, they now serve as war reserve 
and distribution points for certain types of materials. All of the inland depots 
have active functions which would complicate their closing. 

Under some fractionation theories, the ultimate use of intand depots could be 
for the centralized storage of slow-moving items. If we avoid wholesale move- 
ments of stock inland (as we should), it will take many years to accomplish 
this objective on an attrition basis. Removal of stocks to inland depots from 
coastal stock points would, however, improve the vulnerability of material in 
store. 

During any future mobilization the mission of the inland depots becomes more 
vital than in the past. 

Of the inland supply depots, three are frequently singled out for reduction 
deactivation: Spokane, Scotia, and Great Lakes. The present annual operating 
cost of these activities'are: 


DOR TR hr gs cicero Jitniceuubicaieee eg: aly Gene 
(CE OS a aT ae ee ae eee SE eee eee ee ee 4, 400, 000 
DeSE CARONG Bes cite cinsicigthcad cad seal canteen a Acad 3, 600, 000 

PO ci ci seecantntnch tac lncaass alte erecta Fa tw et Be Te 11, 000, 000 


The cost of these 8 activities represents about 5 percent of project 11 expendi- 
tures for fiscal year 1954. If all 3 of these activities were completely closed 
down, and no inactivation costs were incurred, and their functions completely 
absorbed by other activities, the savings would be not much greater than the 
$9.4 million that has been saved since July 1952 in the operation of NSC Oakland. 

Point V.—Inactivation or reduction of the smaller inland depots do not offer 
great opportunities for savings. 

Nevertheless, appreciable savings would be available ultimately if one or 
more of the inland supply activities were inactivated. What are the pro’s and 
con’s involved? 

Factors favoring closing inland depots 

(a) Budgetary savings.—Previous cost studies made in June 1950 indicate 
that it takes about 1 year to break even on the deactivation of major supply 
activities. After the first year, sizable reductions in operating costs are avail- 
able. These studies assumed that only material that was deteriorable, required 
regular exercising or was required for current stocks would be physically moved, 
the remaining material would be given minimum care. These studies included 
no cost factor to allow for stock and plant deterioration. Complete close-down 
of a depot would require much more material to be moved with a consequent 
postponing of the break-even point by several years. 

(b) Eliminates a dumping ground.—As long as a depot remains in being, it ‘is 
ripe for assignment of additional storage or clerical functions. Since 1950, for- 
example, Y & DSO war reserve material in large amounts has been moved into 
Scotia and Spokane; hydrographic functions have been placed in Scotia and 
Clearfield. Publications and specifications have been located at Scotia. The 
imland supply depots generally have been used as repositories for active stocks 
pending ultimate decision as to final destination, a convenient but expensive 
practice. However, disposal of the plant is the only way to eliminate the inev- 
itable resurgence of a reduced depot. 


Factors against closing inland depots 


(a) All present depots would be required during mobilization. They are ex- 
cellently located from a transportation and stock-dispersion viewpoint. 


68373—55——2 
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(b) A nucleus of personnel, trained in supply operations, would permit the 
depot to meet mobilization expansion more rapidly. 

(c) It is costly and inefficient to move active operations, as hydrographic and 
publications from Scotia, hydrographic and ships parts from Clearfield. Trans- 
fer of active functions should be contemplated only if the depot is to be com- 
pletely closed down. 

(d) If the depot is later activated, the cost of deactivation, deterioration to 
plant and stocks and the cost of reactivation may well be more than the cost 
of continued operation. Reactivation can be of the “silent, creeping” variety 
with steady if small increases in functions. 

(e) If depot properties are emptied and made available to other governmental 
departments or to private users, they become less available for mobilization. 

The basic issue involved is mobilization readiness versus streamlined economy 
during peacetime. You can’t have both. 

The presently indicated BuSandA budget for fiscal year 1955 does not warrant 
drastic action to reduce the inland supply depots (Great Lakes is an exception ; 
previously discussed by the Chop Committee). Detailed cost of reduction studies 
should be up-dated for the benefit of the Navy Inspector General’s impending 
survey of the Naval Shore Establishment. 


PART VI—CONCLUSIONS 


1. The impending budgetary reductions to SWS & FN for fiscal year 1955 will 
be moderate. (See enclosure (1).) 

2. Declines in BuSandA appropriations will be largely matched by a declining 
supply workload. 

. During periods of declining availability of funds, major BuSandA manage- 
ment control can be effected through the qui irterly allotment procedures. How- 
ever, special effort must be made to maintain a timely balance between workload 
falloff and personnel staffing. 

4. The investigation of supply system redistribution practices and replenish- 
ment formulae with priority consideration of the general stores, provisions and 
C & SS systems represents the most lucrative single area of potential savings 
to SWS & FN. The present stock echeloning policies are subject to challenge. 

5. The SDCP’s, through their authority to initiate material movement, ure a 
prime factor in creating workload at Bureau of Supplies and Accounts financed 
activities. Due in part to lack of positive Bureau of Supplies and Accounts 
direction the SDCP’s are either not fully aware of or not sufficiently concerned 
about this fact. 

6. Bureau of Supplies and Accounts has the capability of exerting broad but 
effective controls over the SDCP’s authority to move material through the use 
of transportation funds allocations, storage space allocations or by revising 
the missions of field activities. HKmbargos can be used as a means of effecting 
quick, short-range economies. 

7. Bureau of Supplies and Account’s tidewater outlets are considered to be 
generally appropriate as to numbers, location and mission with the following 
exceptions : 

(a) Edgewater should be deactivated as soon as it is possible to do so. 

(b) Feasible plans should be developed to meet the long-range objectives of 
Com Wes Sea Fron at San Pedro. 

(c) The need for the Tacoma Annex should be evaluated. 

The development of data to determine the proper mission of NSD Great 
Lakes should be pursued as a matter of high priority. 

9. The reduction of the smaller, inland depots to a maintenance or partial 

maintenance status would offer relatively saudi savings. 


Mr. Rosack. We appreciate that, Adiniral. 

I want to direct your attention to the relevant excerpted material 
which you presented to the staff. Now, there is a commentary with 
respect to naval supply centers and depots. 

Is there any reason why this report can’t be read ? 

Admiral Parks. No, sir. 

Mr. Rosack. With respect to NSD, Sun Pedro, the following com- 
ment is made, “Reevaluation in process”—by the way, this excerpt is 
dated—I believe there is no date here. The forwarding memorandum 
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from Admiral Parks is dated September 7, 1955. Do you know when 
that study was made? 

Admiral Parks. That was that ad hoc committee ve h rendered its 
report in, as I believe I testified, the fall of 1953. I don’t have avail- 
able the exact date that that was rendered. 

Mr. Rosack. I will read this commentary on San Pedro: 

Reevaluation in process. Impetus to vacate leased waterfront buildings. 
Short-range prospects. Transfer of supply workload to shipyard feasible. Re- 
taining Torrance Annex and fueling facilities. Long-range prospects. Com- 
mander, Western Sea Frontier, urges San Pedro capability for oversea support 
role to complement Oakland. 

What do you understand that last sentence to mean ? 

Admiral Parks. It refers to a classified matter which I would like 
to give to the committee in executive session. 

Mr. Ropack. That doesn’t refer to recommendations heretofore 
made by the commander of the Western Sea Frontier / 

I refer particularly to, in 1947, the memorandum which raised this 
problem and discussed it. The commander of the Western Sea 
Frontier was very emphatic in his recommendations that this depot 
not be disestablished. 

Now, is the reference here to that kind of recommendation ? 

Admiral Parks. I can’t answer that question ; I don’t know the basis 
for that statement. 

Mr. Honirrenp. Are there any members of vour staff here who have 
knowledge on that particular point 

Admiral Parks. Commander Durant may. 

Mr. Honuirietp. Commander Durant, will you please give your full 
hame ¢ 

Commander Durant. William B. Durant, Jr., Project Manager for 
Supply, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 

Mr. Houirrenp. Please be sworn. 

(The witness was sworn.) 


TESTIMONY OF COMDR. WILLIAM B. DURANT, JR., PROJECT MAN- 
AGER FOR SUPPLY, COMPTROLLER, BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND 
ACCOUNTS, DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Mr. Hourrtetp. You may proceed. 

Commander Durant. May I have the question restated, sir? 

Mr. Ropack. I believe, Mr. Chairman, you were inquiring with re- 
spect to the possible knowledge of the memorandum of the commander 
of the Western Sea Frontier in 1947. 

Commander Durant. And your question to me, sir? 

Mr. Ropack. Do you have ene ledge of that memorandum ? 

Commander Durant. No, sir; I don't. 

Admiral Parks. I would like to state for the record, however, that 
it was discussed at length with commander, Western Sea Frontier, 
and sufficient information was furnished him as to the support which 
he may require in time of emergency, to the point that he approved of 
this transfer, or at least interposed no objection at this time. It was 
cleared with him, the fleet commands in the area, the commandant at 
San Diego, and, well, I guess everybody that we could think of who 
was directly interested in this. Unfortunately, we didn’t clear it with 
Mr. King. 
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Mr. Hour. I might interpose at this time that consultation with 
the Congressman in whose district the installation is located might be 
a very courteous method to approach these things in order that the 
man who represents the people of that district might not be taken 
unaware by a move which affects the lives of possibly hundreds of fam- 
ilies in his community. I hope that the Navy in the future, when it 
does make changes or contemplate changes, will show the Congress- 
man of the area the courtesy of informing him that such a move is 
contemplated. 

Admiral Parks. I couldn’t agree with you better, Mr. Chairman, 
and I think we in the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts certainly can 
say we have learned a lesson on this. 

Mr. Honirrevp. Thank you. Mr. Roback. 

Mr. Ropacx. Mr. Chairman, I am trying to determine whether this 
commentary of the so-called ad hoc committee, 1953, with respect to 
the long-range prospects for the Naval Supply Depot at San Pedro, 
in which it is stated that the commander, Western Sea Frontier, urges 
San Pedro capacity for overseas support role to complement Oakland, 
whether that is the same as the statement made by the commander, 
Western Sea Frontier, in 1947: almost the complete statement is 
already in the hearing record back in Washington. It was read by 
one of the witnesses. 

Unless there is objection by Admiral Parks, I will read an excerpt 
from that memorandum. 

Admiral Parks. Is this in the hearing? 

Mr. Rosack. It is in the hearing record. 

Mr. Horirieip. This is not a security matter ? 

Mr. Ropack. I am advised that this document is not classified. 

Now, this recommendation, dated March 21, 1947, signed by J. B. 
Oldendorf, who I take it is the commander, states, 

Retention of a permanent naval supply depot on the mainland to serve as a 
nucleus for wartime expansion and to be no larger in peacetime than is necessary 
to furnish adequate support to the operating fleet in port; reserve fleet units 
based in the area, and the local Shore Establishments. 

Admiral Parks, is there anyone on your staff who can establish 
whether this reference in the ad hoc committee commentary is to the 
recommendation that I read from the Western Sea Frontier Com- 
mander in March of 1947? 

Admiral Parks. That I cannot definitely say. In all probability 
it is not, that they—that between 1947 and 1953 they received an 
up-to-date statement of commander, Western Sea Frontier’s ides. 

Now, I think, as you said there, commander, Western Sea Frontier, 
wants a nucleus depot, as he said, no greater than necessary. We 
think we have that now in Torrance, nucleus depot, no greater than 
necessary; and that in the case of mobilization, the depot could be 
reestablished, using Torrance as a nucleus. 

Mr. Hoxtritp. You mean the depot at San Pedro could be reestab- 
lished ? 

Admiral Parks. Whether we call it Depot, San Pedro or the Supply 
Depot, Torrance, a supply depot 

Mr. Houirivp. On the waterfront ? 

Admiral Parks. Not necessarily on the waterfront. 

Mr. Horirretp. You speak of the enlargement of the Torrance depot. 

Admiral Parks. It could be that. 





ies 





MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES Ld 


Mr. Rosack. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask whether Admiral Parks 
is suggesting that the depot, if it were disestablished, would be reac- 
tivated again, possibly, if another emergency comes up. 

Is that what you have said ? 

Admiral Parks. It might be reestablished in the case of full mobili- 
zation. In the case of an emergency, it would depend upon how big 
the emergency was. 

Mr. Rosack. How many times would the depot have been opened 
and closed if you reactive it again after this move? 

Admiral Parks. The depot has never been closed, has it? It was 
inactivated for a short time. Actually, the depot was transferred to 
Long Beach, but the depot as a whole, I don’t think, was ever—the 
supply depot in this area was not closed. It was transferred to Long 
Beach and it was transferred back. 

Mr. Ropacx. It was transferred to Long Beach. What was left? 
When you say it was inactivated, it was, for all practical purposes, not 
used. That is what we are talking about. 

Admiral Parks. The facilities at 22d Street were not used, that is 
true. 

Mr. Rosack. When we talk about the facilities at 22d Street, we 
are talking about the depot. Torrance is not the depot. That is the 
annex to the depot. 

The only point of this discussion, Mr. Chairman, is, if the Navy’s 
planning for mobilization or emergencies is one that is a back-and- 
forth movement, whenever an emergency seems to be impending, it 
doesn’t seem to be a very economical kind of arrangement—my per- 
sonal observation. 

Admiral Parks. I can say this, that the Navy has no intention of 
going back into the 22d Street area, come what may. 

Mr. Ho.trtetp. Do you feel that your facilities will be adequate 
on Terminal Island in the case of another war emergency to handle 
the business of the Navy? 

Admiral Parxs. Plus certain other commercial facilities which we 
have lined up. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Proceed. 

Mr. Rosack. Now, in the third paragraph you have a reference to 
a recommendation by the Director of Planning, Bureau of Supplies 
and Accounts. Is this a recommendation to transfer the supply depot 
to the shipyard commandwise as well as physically / 

Admiral Parks. No; that was not. That was the recommendation 
to get out of the leased space in the 22d Street area and move the 
depot principally to the Torrance annex, as I understand it. 

Possibly, I better have Commander Twitchell answer that. 

Is that correct? Do you want to swear him? 

Mr. Hourrrerp. I think that we will have the members of your staff 
at this time rise and each one of them give their name and title, and 
we will administer the oath to them collec tively to save time for the 
record. 

Will each one of you gentlemen stand and give your name and your 
position or your rank in ‘the service to the reporter ? 

Mr. Kirktanp. Alva C. Kirkland, Jr., traffic branch supervisor, 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Mr. Houirietp. Next, please. 
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Captain Foorr. George W. Foote, supply officer, naval shipyard, 
captain, Supply Corps, United States Navy. 

Commander Twrrcenett. Comdr. W. A. Twitchell, Supply Corps, 
United States Navy, Assistant Director of Planning, Bureau of Sup- 
plies and Accounts. 

Mr. Hoxrrrenp. Will this be all that you will call upon ? 

Commander Watts and your staff, will you please stand and give 
your names and ranks? 

Commander Warts. W. P. Watts, Naval Supply Depot. 

Mr. Garrison. W. W. Garrison, planning supervisor, Naval Supply 
Depot, San Pedro. 

Lieutenant Paun. Charles B. Paul, lieutenant, Supply Corps, 
United States Navy, traffic officer, Naval Supply Depot. 

Mr. Horirrerp. Will you gentlemen take the oath ? 

Lieutenant Spicer. Robert M. Spicer, lieutenant, Supply Corps. 
United States Navy, Materiel Division officer, Naval Supply Depot. 

Mr. Roperoip. John A. Rodgfold, Long Beach Naval Shipyard, 
head of Budget and Statistics Division. 

Mr. Mrape. Frank F. Meade, manager, Naval Properties Branch, 
Los Angeles. 

Mr. Hortrretp. Will you gentlemen raise your hands ? 

(The witnesses were sworn. ) 

Mr. Ropack. Commander Twitchell was called upon by Admiral 
Parks to answer a question relative to the third paragraph in Admiral 
Parks’ statement. 

Mr. Horrrretp. Yes, Mr. Roback. 

Will you please repeat the question ? 

Mr. Rosack. In the third paragraph of Admiral Parks’ statement. 
it is said that the— 

Director of Planning for the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts recommended the 
abandonment of the leased space in San Pedro and consolidation of the depot 
proper in the Torrance Annex, with a fleet landing to be located in the shipyard. 

Now, what I am trying to find out is, what were the essentials of 
that recomendation? Was this a proposal to relocate in part or in 
whole at the depot, but to maintain the depot, or was this a proposal 
to transfer the depot to the shipyard ? 


TESTIMONY OF COMDR. W. A. TWITCHELL, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 
OF PLANNING, BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, DE- 
PARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Commander Twircne.i. To answer your question, the last part, I 
clo not believe it was a move to move to the shipyard. 

Mr. Hortrretp. It was a move to move. Will you please clarify 
that ? 

Commander Twircnety. I do not believe it was the intention to 
move essentially to the shipyard. 

Mr. Rozack. In other words, this was a proposal to reorganize the 
naval supply depot. I wanted to clarify that point because, as it 
reads in the testimony here, it appears that this merger follows the 
recommendation of the Director of Planning. 
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Now, Admiral Parks, what other recommendations were made to the 
Bureau in Washington with respect to either the vacation of leased 
space or the reorganization of the supply depot 

Admiral Parks. Repeat that question, please. 

Mr. Ropack. Well, since the Director of Planning made a pro- 
posal which is not the proposal that is being carried out today, evi- 
dently it was an alternative, is that right ? 

Admiral Parks. It contemplated doing part of what we: contem- 
plate doing today, that is, getting out of the leased space. 

Mr. Rosack. Only getting out of the leased space, but maintaining 
the naval supply depot ? 

Admiral Parks. As a command, yes. 

Mr. Ropack. As a command. Now, the question I asked, were 
there alternative proposals, other than the merger action today, to 
reorganize either the location or the command of the naval supply 
depot ? 

Admiral Parks. I can’t answer that. 

Can you, Commander Twitchell ? 

Commander TwrrcHe., I can only state that at that time I was not 
in the Planning Division. However, in reading and studying the pro- 
ceedings of those moves made, that continual austerity prdgram which 
the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts is facing, that there became an 
increasing requirement for savings to be developed, savings such as 
would be resolved by an amalgamation of a going organization, and 
thus the dismissal of overhead structures 

Mr. Hoirieip. Commander Twitchell, will vou please be responsive 
to the question? Were there any other alternative plans proposed at 
that time? 

Commander Twircue.i. I do not know of any, 

Mr. Ropack. As far as the amalgamation is concerned, would it 
have made any difference whether it was a Bureau of Supplies and 
Accounts command, I mean as far as cognizance goes, or a Bureau of 
Ships command ¢ 

Admiral Parks. No. 

Mr. Roprack. In other words, you could have vacated the leased 
quarters and operated the depot. let us say, out of Torrance / 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Ropack. What studies were made and what was the basis of 
the decision which led the Bureau to decide that this ought to be a 
shipyard facility rather than a supply depot ¢ 

Admiral Parks. Well, I think that was gone over quite a bit in the 
previous testimony. But, as I stated here. in 1955 we had a converg- 
ing stream of directives to us. One was to save money. One was to get 
out of leased space. The third was tu cut down on military personnel. 
And we looked around and we found the San Pedro area, which had 
previously been considered in this ad hoe committee. 

The Chief of the Bureau then directed the Planning Division to 
make him a rough study of how much could be saved. First, was it 
practical to have the shipyard, which was the other big supply activity 
in the area, take over this. Was it practical ? 

Second, what saving could be made if they were consolidated’ And 
Captain Ryan at th: at time came up with a rough study. » Jt was some 
rough sheets. And he told the chief that he thought as many as, well, 
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a maximum of 400 and a minimum of 200 people could be saved, in 
addition to, I believe, 12 to 15 officers. 

Mr. Ropackx. Why was the surmise as to the savings related to hav- 
ing shipyard jurisdiction rather than supply depot jurisdiction? Iam 
trying to get for the committee’s information when the Navy deter- 
mines an activity should be organized as a supply depot and when it 
determines it should be organized-as a shipyard. 

Admiral Parks. Well, there are many factors, Mr. Roback, that 
figure into this, not the least important of which are building space 
and distances. 

Now, take for example some activities; one activity that I know of, 
the shipyard or the repair facility, it is called there, has no supply de- 
partment at all. It draws all its supplies from the depot, principally 
because it has no supply buildings. Now, Long Beach shipyard has 
supply buildings. It has facilities to issue the material to the ships 
which come in. The ships are all anchored around the shipyard, are 
tied up at the docks there. There is where our customers are. We are 
moving our store closer to the customers. 

Mr. Rosack. Commander Watts has presented the subcommittee 
staff with a list of activities which are supply-support activities 
carried on by the supply depot. I believe there are about 60 or 70 
shore activities that are supplied. That is probably a third of the 
total supply work, two-thirds going to the fleet. 

Mr. Houtrrerp. Will you please identify the document, and it will 
be received for the record. 

Mr. Ropack. This document is dated February 23, 1955. It is a 
list of the supply-support activities. These are backup sheets to 
a summary sheet which we will have placed in the record with your 
permission. 

Mr. Hoxiriecp. Is there any reason why this should not be placed 
in the record of the hearing!’ If there is, state it at this time, and 
they will be placed in the unpublished records of the committee. 

Admiral Parks. It is not marked “classified” in any way, is it? 

Mr. Ropacx. No. 

Admiral Parks. In that case there is no objection whatsoever. 

Mr. Hortrretp. Commander Watts? 


TESTIMONY OF COMDR. W. P. WATTS, COMMANDING OFFICER, 
SAN PEDRO NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT 


Commander Warts. The summary is purely an estimate and was 
prepared at the request of the committee. It has no official status, 
whereas the letter referred to is a copy of an official—— 

Mr. Ropack. We will limit, if we may, the insertion in the record 
to the actual listing of the activities. 

The significance of the document, Mr. Chairman, is that the naval 
supply depot now has the mission to give supply support to some 
60 or 70 activities which the shipyard hereafter will have to do. 
Some of these are minor; others are major. 

Mr. Horirietp. Without objection, the list alone will be supplied 
for the printed record. 
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(The material to be submitted is as follows :) 


United States Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, Calif.: Supply support 


Mes rement 
Long tons |* fi ae n 


1. Depot effort: Percent Percént 
Fleet __ ~ e 68 80 
Shore activities _ _. 29 20 
MSD San Pedro 3 


i cnwknn’ 100 100 


2. Breakdown of effort to shore activities, in order of volume of support 
provided: 

NCBC Port Hueneme ! 

NAMTC Point Mugu ! 

. NOTS Inyokern ! 

MCAS El Toro !__ - 

Naval station, Long Beach 2 

Naval hospital, Corona ? 

NAS Los Alamitos ! 

NAND Seal Beach ! 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard ! 


Soke hte 


COnm 


Total ce 17.5 18 


10. Marine Corps (Mojave, Barstow, Twentynine Palms) 3 
11, Air Force (669th and 670th Squadrons) 3 

12. Coast Guard 3 

13. NOL Corona 3 


Total __- 5.5 : 
14. Miscellaneous 55 activities ee * 5 
Total__. 6 2 
Total as 29 : 20 


1 Quarterly replenishment on S/R 
2 Stubbing activities. 
3 Cash sales. 

Mr. Ropack. The question I have is, what kind of analysis was made 
by the Bureau to determine that these activities could more suitably 
be performed by a shipyard than by a depot? 

Commander Warts. Are you talking of those particular activities 
or the general supply job? 

Mr. Rosack. I am talking about the activities of the San Pedro 
Naval Supply Depot. 

Commander Warts. Let me get that question again. What study 
did we make ? 

Mr. Horirtetp. Will you please rephrase your question, Mr. Roback? 

Mr. Rosack. What analysis was made by the Navy Bureau of Sup- 
plies and Accounts to determine that these 60 or 70 supply activities, 
which are now carried on by the naval supply depot, ought to be car- 
ried on by a shipyard? 

Commander Watts. We made known—we mace a study concern- 
ing the overall supply job. I think that these activities, and with the 
Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, think that these activities will be 
su ported no better and no worse than they were under the depot. 
‘Afte -all, we are speaking of only one-third of the depot’s actual effort. 
two-thirds of it being in support of the fleet. 

Mr. Horirierp. The shipyard activities. you say, are one-third of 
the total activities of the depot? 

Commander Warts. Not the shipyard activities. These outlying 
activities around in the district. support—— 
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Mr. Houtrirecp. The outlying supply depot, activities ? 

Commander Warts. Yes, sir. There are air stations and little ad- 
ministrative units of one kind or another, and big research facilities. 
As Mr. Roback says, they vary from a rather sizable organization— 

Let Captain Foott answer that question. 

Mr. Houirrerp. Captain Foott / 


TESTIMONY OF CAPT. GEORGE W. FOOTT, SUPPLY OFFICER, 
LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD 


Captain Foorr. It seems like the trend of the conversation at the 
moment is on the support that the supply depot now renders to other 
shore-based activities. I would like to state that the shipyard renders 
support to the same activities, but: not only general stores, but in the 
electronics, installations at these shore-based activities such as air 
stations and the like. It would therefore appear that a study as to 
the shipyard being able to take care of these shore activities would not 
necessarily be in order. I think on the contrary that there is where 
we are going to effect some of our savings, since it will be one activ- 
ity taking care of both ships and shore activities, instead of two dif- 
ferent activities, accomplishing the same thing. 

Mr. Rosackx. Would the document re statement of the shipyard 
mission have to be revised to do that ? 

Captain Foorr. No, it is in our mission now. 

Mr. Rosack. You have a mission to do bookkeeping and accounting 
and handle household goods and do all those things? 

Captain Foorr. No, I was talking more of the supply support of 
these activities. 

Admiral Parks. Let me answer that question: The shipyard now, 
as the captain brought out, has a mission to support all of these activ- 
ities in certain technical materials which are carried at the shipyard 
and not carried at the depot, including ordnance, electronics, boat 
parts and the like. 

Now, these activities get their supplies from two sources, from the 
shipyard and the supply depot. Under this merger they will get them 
from the same place. 

(And to answer your question, Mr. Roback, yes, the mission will have 
to be changed to include support in general stores, provisions, and 
clothing, for ex: unple, and household goods, and various other things. 

Mr. Rosack. A simple way to ask the question is, when is a ship- 
yard not a shipyard. 

This question is not facetious, because when Captain Ryan appeared 
before the subcommittee he was asked questions about comparative 
performance in other areas which had a supply depot and shipyard. 
Now, when he was asked a question about San Diego, Captain Ryan 
said they have to be separate because one repairs ships and the other 
is in the supply business. 

Do you have any observation with regard to that statement? 

Admiral Parks. I think that was a rather ill-advised statement. 

The fact of the matter is, the naval repair facility at San Diego is 
not exactly comparable to a naval shipyard. I believe it is consider- 
ably smaller than the shipyard, and I think, for the committee’s inter- 





MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES 21 
est, that some consolidation of stocks down there is, even now, under 
consideration. 

In that case, as I brought out before, the stocks will probably be 
consolidated under the depot, because the depot has the bigger 
operation, more buildings, and they are located right contiguous to 
the ship supply facility. And I would like to go back before the war. 
Before the war we only had two supply depots, the supply depot at 

San Diego and the supply depot at Norfolk. And every shipyard 
was a supply depot. ‘To this day, we have now Boston, Charleston, 
and Philadelphia, which are now, for all intents and purposes, not only 
a shipyard but a supply depot. 

Mr. Rosack. If you were occupying owned rather than leased 
quarters, would it have made any difference as to whether you stayed 
there or went elsewhere ? 

Admiral Parks. It would very definitely have influenced our study. 
It is a question of whether we would get out or not. As : looks now, 
we certainly would have taken that into consideration. I don’t know 
what the Chief would have said, but I think the decision would prob- 
ably have still been to vacate, to consolidate the operation. 

Mr. Rosackx. Your statement refers to a Department of Defense 
directive dated April 6, 1955, with respect to a mandate for relin- 
quishing leased space. 

Now, the information in the committee’s hearings and in our records 
indicates that this problem has been kicked back and forth since 1947. 
This directive to vacate the space is several months old. Is the com- 
mittee to be left with the impression by this statement that an April 
1955 directive inspired a decision which could have been made any 
time within the last 6, 8, 9 years? 

Admiral Parks. This directive of April 6, 1955, is just the latest 
one of a long series of directives which we have had for some time 
from the Department of Defense, who keep nudging us to get out of 
the space, everywhere we can. And I think that it is good business 
to get out of leased space, to get into Government owned space when 
it is available. 

This directive, I believe, is a policy directive, which doesn’t say, 
“You get out of leased space by a certain time.” It simply says, “'T he 
policy is to get out of leased space whenever you can. 

Mr. Rosack. What do you understand the congressional mandate 
to be relative to the relinquishment of leased space 

Admiral Parks. As far as I know, the congressional mandate is the 
same as this DOD directive, and that is to get out of leased space 
when it is feasible. 

Mr. Rosacx. Will you supply for the record a legislative statement 
to that effect? You state here “in consonance with Department of 
Defense and congressional mandates”; will you supply the congres- 
sional mandate for the record? 

Admiral Parks. We will furnish that. 
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(After a search of their files the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts 
advised that no specific statutory citation could be found. Following 
is the Department of Defense directive referred to in the text :) 


APRIL 6, 1955 
No. 4165.16 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DIRECTIVE 


Subject : Real Property ; Construction on Leased Land and Release of Leaseholds 


{. PURPOSE 


This directive is issued for the purpose of establishing a uniform policy for 
(a) acquiring title to lands on which permanent-type Government-owned con- 
struction is currently located: (b) placing new permanent-type construction on 
non-Government-owned real property; and (c) achieving maximum utilization 
of Government-owned facilities in order to permit release of real property cur- 
rently held under lease contracts. 

II. CANCELLATION 


Memorandums from Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installa 
tions) to three military departments dated January 6, and February 18, 1954, 
respectively, subject: Real Estate, are superseded and canceled. 


Ill, EXCEPTIONS 


This directive does not apply to real property actions included in river-and- 
harbor and flood-control projects (civil works under jurisdiction of the Secre- 
tary of the Army). 

IV. SCOPE AND APPLICABILITY 


This directive applies to real property actions in the United States, its Terri- 
tories, possessions, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

A. 1. Studies shall be initiated to determine the advisability of acquiring 
fee title to property currently held under lease or permit in those instances 
wherein the present estimated in-place value of the permanent-type buildings, 
permanent-type improvements, together with the non-permanent-type buildings 
and improvements erected thereon or scheduled for erection thereon by the Gov- 
ernnient equals or exceeds the present fair market value of the leased property 
exclusive of such Government-owned improvements, and the continued need for 
military use of the land is established. Such studies shall be completed within 
3 years from date of this directive. Action to obtain authority and funding for 
fee acquisition of such properties, except as indicated hereinafter, may be under- 
taken on an incremental basis in accordance with public works program criteria 
issued by the Office, Secretary of Defense. Property currently held by lease or 
permit, the terms of which meet the requirements of paragraph IV D 4, 5, 6, and 
7 below or which by renegotiation are amended to satisfy such requirements, 
need not be further considered for fee acquisition. 

2. In all other cases where it clearly appears contrary to the interest of the 
Government to purchase or condemn fee title to the property, a detailed report 
of the facts together with comments and recommendations in justification of a 
proposal to continue use of the property by lease or permit shall be forwarded to 
the Office, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations), includ- 
ing data enumerated in note at end of paragraph IV D 7 below. 

B. Each military department shall make continuing utilization studies of the 
real property under its administrative jurisdiction and prompt action shall be 
taken to relocate military activities accommodated in leased building space into 
Government-owned facilities and to dispose of excess leaseholds. 

1. Such studies shall include a survey of all Government facilities, whether 
controlled by 1 of the 3 military departments or another Government agency, 
and shall include all structures that through alteration and rehabilitation could 
be made economically adaptable for the purpose of required use. 

2. Desirability of location in an urban area, reduced travel time for employees 
or business representatives, nominal savings in transportation costs, environ- 
mental considerations, such as noise or traffic or desirability of single unit 
offices instead of split locations in close proximity will not be considered sufficient 
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justification for acquiring or retaining leased space or facilities when Govern- 
ment-owned property is available. 

3. No new acquisition of leasehold interest will be approved unless it is affirma- 
tively demonstrated theat the activity to be accommodated is essential to an 
assigned mission that cannot be performed by utilization of available Govern- 
ment-owned real property. 

(. Acquiring or retaining use of leased real property may be justified in the 
following instances: 

1. Where it is demonstrated that the function to be accommodated is an 
essential activity and the geographic location thereof in other than Govern- 
ment-owned space is vital to the accomplishment of the assigned mission, Exam- 
ples that may fall in this group are recruiting stations (exclusive of kindred 
examining and induction units), units of the Ground Observer Corps, airbases, 
Nike sites, sites for construction of facilities for civilian components of the 
Armed Forces and aircraft warning stations. 

2. Where comparison of costs of necessary repairs, alterations, and rehabili- 
tation of a Government-owned facility plus moving costs, with savings of rental 
and other related expenditures in the leased space that could be effected during 
the period of anticipated future use, clearly demonstrates the economic propriety 
of remaining in the leased area. 

D. No expenditure of Government funds will be made for construction of 
buildings or improvements of permanent type on land in which the rights of 
the Government are less than fee title or permanent easement, with the following 
exceptions : 

1. Property including land or buildings over which the Government currently 
holds the right of reuse by exercise of the national security clause. 

2. Property including land or buildings over which the Government holds the 
right of reuse by exercise of a national emergency use provision. Inasmuch 
as such rights inure to the Government only during the period or periods of 
national emergency as may be declared by the President or the Congress and 
are extinguished by the termination thereof, every effort shall be made to 
negotiate a lease covering such property under terms that would provide for 
the right of continuous possession by the Government for a minimum of 25 
years. 

3. Property used for industrial production and related purposes pursuant to 
existing law and procurement regulations. 

4. Property required as a site for installation of utility lines and necessary 
appurtenances thereto, provided a: long-term easement or lease can be secured 
at a consideration of $1 per annum. 

>». Property required for airbases of the Armed Forces, provided such property 
can be acquired by lease containing provisions for : 

(a) Right of continuous use by the Governmeut under firm term or right of 
renewal, for a minimum of 50 years. 

(b) A rental consideration of $1 per annum. 

(c) Reserving to the Government title to all improvements to be placed on 
the land and the right to dispose of such improvements by sale or abandonment. 

(d) Waiver by the lessor of any and all claims for restoration of the leased 
premises. 

(ec) Use of the property for “Government purposes” rather than for a specific 
purpose. 

6. Property required for facilities for civilian components of the Armed 
Forces, provided such property can be acquired by lease containing provisions 
detailed in IV D5 (a), (0), (c), and (d) above. Although not mandatory, every 
effort shall be made to avoid inserting in the lease a provision restricting the 
use of the land to a specific purpose; use of a term such as “for Government 
purposes” should be employed whenever possibie. 

7. Property required for Nike sites or aircraft warning stations, provided 
such property can be acquired by lease containing provisions detailed in IV D5 
(b), (¢), and (d) above and in addition thereto a right of continuous use by 
the Government under firm term or right of renewal, for a minimum of 25 
years. 

(Note.—Submission of a request that an exception be made to the require- 
ments of 5, 6, and 7 above in any specific case shall be accompanied by a sum- 
inary of lease terms to which the proposed lessor will agree; a proximity map 
depicting sites surveyed with details on each as to availability for purchase, 
estimated value, and disqualifying factors; estimated fee value of the property 
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proposed for lease; estimate cost of existing and/or proposed construction by 
the Government; estimated period of time use of leased space will be required 
and estimated net cost of ultimate restoration thereof. ) 


Vv. ABROGATION 


This directive does not abrogate or qualify the obligation of the military 
departments to: | 

A. Secure certification or approval of real-estate projects from OASD (P&I) 
when so required by other directives or instructions. 

B. Make requests for funds according to established procedures, necessary 
to accomplish construction, replacement, or reactivation of pertinent facilities 
that have been administratively approved or certified by OASD(P&l1). 

C. Secure approval of the committees of the Congress on projects in com- 
pliance with the requirements of existing statutes or agreements. 


VI. EFFECTIVE DATE 
This directive is effective on date of issuance. 
©. E. WiLson, Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. Ropack. Also, Mr. Chairman, I would like to request that the 
documents relative to the 1947 proposal for disestablishing the depot 
and the objections by the commander of the Western Sea Frontier 
be supplied by the Bureau for the committee record. 

Mr. Ho.irretp. Will you please supply that? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

(The material to be submitted is as follows :) 


COMMANDANT’S OFFICE, 
ELEVENTH Naihs DISTRICT, 
San Diego 30, Calif., February 25, 1947. 
NT44 
ND11-07/am 
Serial 23/07 
From: Commandant, Eleventh Naval District. 
To: Chief of Naval Operations. 
Via: Commander, Western Sea Frontier. 
Subject: Consolidation of supply activities in San Pedro-Long Beach area. 
Reference: (a) CNO letter, no serial, of February 10, 1947, subject, “Lease 
NOy (R)-39946 covering 62,500 sq. ft. of space in the Broad- 
way Pier, San Diego, Calif.” 
(hb) Copy of city of Los Angeles fire prevention engineer letter of January 
14, 1947, with SOIC, NSD, SP, End-1 N27/L3(C) of January 31, 1947, 
and Comdr Ne 1vBase, TI, End- 2 Serial P—251 of February 19, 1947. 


1. Reference (a) indicated that a drastic cut in funds available for rental 
of property during the fiscal year of 1948 could be anticipated. 

2. Enclosure (A) indicates the condition of the buildings now used by the 
Supply Depot, San Pedro. 

With a view of economy, it is recommended that the Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions cause a study to be made of the practicability of merging all supply 
activities in the Long Beach-San Pedro area under one command—possibly, the 
supply depot in the naval shipyard, Terminal Island, with annexes at Torrance, 
and at San Pedro if necessary. 

4. It is possible by merging all the activities that the following might be 
accomplished : 

(1) Reduction of overhead 

(2) Eliminating duplication 

(3) Reduction in inventory 

(4) Closer coordination with delivery of supplies to vessels in port and in 

the yard 

(5) Economy in personnel 
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(6) Overall economy 
(7) Large reduction in rentals 
J. B. OLDENDoRF, Commandant. 
765 ND11/L8 
ND11/N1 
ND11/AZ_ 6020592 
STAFF HEADQUARTERS, 
WESTERN SEA FRONTIER, 
San Francisco 2, Calif., March 21, 1947. 

L 8-1 
(WSF-3311 A-sjc) 
Serial 5118 
End-1 on Com 11 letter serial 23/07 dated February 25, 1947 
From: Commauder, Western Sea Frontier. 
To: Chief of Naval Operations. 
Subject: Consolidation of supply activities in Lang Beach-San Pedro area. 
Reference: 

(a) General Order 246. 

(b) Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, Bureau of Ships, joint letter Bureau 

ot Supplies and Accounts file A8-2/NY (OLA-1-P) LS—2/NB, Bureau 
of Ships file NY/IA3-2 (701) EN28/A2-11, dated December 20, 1945. 


1. Forwarded, subject to the following comments and recommenditions. 

2. Commander, Western Sea Frontier, recognizes the concern and need for 
economy which prompted the basic letter and, in general, supports the 
view that whenever possible duplications of supply facilities in the Long Beach- 
San Pedro area should be eliminated. Adoption of proposals submitted is not 
recommended, however, because it is strongly believed that (1) consolidation 
of shipyard and naval supply depot functions is not in the best long-range inter- 
ests of the Naval Establishment, and (2) adequate overall economies can be 
accomplished without physical and organizational merger of the two activities. 

3. In connection with (1) above, it should be noted that merger of NSD, San 
Pedro, with the supply department of the Naval Shipyard, Terminal Island, is 
in direct conflict with the concept of functions and relationships set forth in 
references (@) and (b). Not only do these references specifically differentiate 
between industrial supply functions assigned to naval shipyards and general 
fleet and shore supply support functions, assigned to naval supply depots, but 
management and technical control are exercised separately by Bureau of Ships 
and Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. Merger of the two activities would ac- 
cordingly create serious administrative difficulties because of the consolidation of 
dissimilar functions receiving management and technical control from different 
parent bureaus. 

4+. Commander, Western Sea Frontier, further believes that the proposed phys 
ical and organizational merger of the two activities would result in the following 
additional major disadvantages: 

(a) Concentrate all area supply facilities on Terminal Island, greatly increas- 
ing the potential danger of successful air attack. 

(b) Increase the congestion of traffic to and from, as well as on, Terminal 
Island. The bottleneck of rail and vehicular access to Terminal Island can only 
be eliminated by construction of additional crossing(s) of the San Pedro-Wil- 
mington-Long Beach channel, which in turn would hamper vessel movements. 
During the war, heavy water and land traffic worked against each other, fre- 
quently to the point of paralysis of one or both. In a future emergency, the 
supply depot’s heavy traffic, which would doubtless include a large volume of 
material for outfitting vessels as well as for overseas shipments, would increase 
the traffic beyond the capacity of the channel crossings as well as the terminal 
rail and pier facilities of Terminal Island. 

(c) Prevent both the dispersal and eventual relocation underground of sup- 
ply facilities which are strongly recommended in the Navy supply plan recently 
approved by the Secretary of. the Navy. 

(d) Necessitate costly makeshift development of a mainland supply depot in 
the event of another emergency. 

5. As an alternative plan, which will remove disadvantages cited and still 
effect adequate economies, commander, Western Sea Frontier, recommends that 
study as to the merging of supply facilities in the Long Beach-San Pedro area he 
directed along the following lines: 

(a) Retention of a permanent Navy supply depot on the mainland to serve 
as a nucleus for wartime expansion and to be no larger in peacetime than is 
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necessary to furnish adequate support to the operating fleetsin port, reserve-fleet 
units based in the area, and the local shore establishments. 

(b) Reduction in rentals to be achieved by retrenchment of the NSD into 
Navy-owned buildings on leased land at present site, backed up by necessary - 
stocks at Torrance Annex, with provision for development, as required and as 
funds permit, of (1) the adjacent fuel pier and (2) the 32 acres of Fort Mac- 
Arthur land recently transferred by the Army. 

(c) Elimination of duplicate stocking at NSD San Pedro and navai shipyard, 
Terminal Island, by close cooperation between the two activities to establish the 
items to be carried. As a general guide, technical and industrial “shop stores” 
items should be carried by the shipyard supply department and commonly used 
items of general stores carried by the supply depot. 

(d@) Reduction in the quantities of stocks to be carried by both activities until 
funds for proper stowage are again available. 

(e) Retention of organizational autonomy of NSD San Pedro if peacetime 
economy measures force its physical relocation on Terminal Island. 

J. B. OLDENDORF. 

CC: ComEleven. 

765 ND11/L8 

ND11/N1 
ND11/A3 6090592 


Navy DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 31, 1947. 
Op—40N/hlm 
Serial 301P40 
End-2 on Com 11 letter Serial 23/07 dated February 25, 1947. 


From: Chief of Naval Operations. 
To: Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 
Subject : Consolidation of Supply Activities in Long Beach-San Pedro Area. 

1. Forwarded for comment and recommendation taking into consideration the 
possible use of the site occupied by NAS Terminal Island now tentatively sched- 
uled for surplus disposal. 


2. Return of all papers is requested. 
R. BE. HERRMANN 


(By direction). 
765 ND11/L8 
ND11/N1 
ND11/A3 6090592 


{Enclosure A] 


NAVY DEPARTMENT, 
BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
Washington, D. C., May 13, 1947. 
OS/A3-1 (7) 
LS8/ND-11/DS-1 
From: The Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts 
To: The Chief of Naval Operations 
Subject: Consolidation of Supply Activities in Long Beach—San Pedro Area. 
Reference: (a) Com 11 letter Serial 23/07 dated February 25, 1947. 


1. In response to CNO endorsement 2 of reference (@), comment and recom- 
mendation on reference (a) are offered in the succeeding paragraphs. 

2. This Bureau concurs with Commander Western Sea Frontier in the retention 
of the NSD at San Pedro for the reasons stated in paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 of 
Commander Western Sea Frontier’s first endorsement to reference (a), and fur- 
ther concurs with the Commander Western Sea Frontier’s alternative plan out- 
lined in paragraphs 5 (a)—(d) of his endorsement. 

3. It has been the plan of this bureau to retain the NSD at San Pedro and the 
transfer of the Fort MacArthur site from the Army was effected with this 
objective in mind. This site, which is adjacent to the present NSD, will permit 
continued concentration of operation, and, at the same time will pare the require- 
ments for leased space to a minimum. Continuance of the leases for land on 
which 5 Navy-owned buildings totaling 330,000 square feet are constructed will 
be required. These buildings will serve as the nucleus storage area and will 
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cost $20,181 annually. The amount of leased space in the San Pedro area will 
be reduced by $75,900 when equivalent facilities are available at the Fort Mac- 
Arthur site. 

4. A public works project for the initial development of the former Fort Mac- 
Arthur property was prepared for inclusion in the 1948 estimates, but was not 
included in the final submission to Congress. This Bureau proposes to resubmit 
this project in the 1949 estimates at a total cost of $6,600,000, of which $1,600,000 
will be for cash withdrawals in 1949. Additional contract authorization in the 
amount of $5 million will be requested. 

5. Elimination of duplicate stocking of items at NSD San Pedro and the Supply 
Department, Naval Shipyard, Terminal Islands, is proceeding. Paragraph 5 (¢) 
of Commander Western Sea Frontier’s endorsement to reference (a) is in accord- 
ance with the stated policy of the Bureau of Ships and the Bureau of Supplies 
and Accounts, and is the aim of this locality as well as at all others. 

6. Careful consideration has been given to the feasibility of utilizing a portion 
of the naval air station, Terminal Island, as an alternate to the acquisition of 
a portion of the Fort MacArthur site, and the decision to use the latter, was 
arrived at based on the following: 

(a) The development of marginal wharves, aprons, fuel outlets, and other 
facilities to transform NAS, Terminal Island, into a naval supply depot would 
be more costly than the development of comparable facilities on the Fort Mac- 
Arthur site. 

(b) The relative inaccessability of the Torrance Annex to the NAS, Terminal 
Island. The Torrance Annex located 11 miles by direct road and rail routes 
from the present location of the NSD, and the two locations can be easily oper- 
ated as a unit. Bulk stocks will be carried at the annex. Torrance can be 
reached from NAS Terminal Island only after crossing the channel and thence 
by truck or rail. 

7. Regardless of location, leasing of fuel facilities is a necessity since there 
are no complete fueling facilities Navy owned at either site. Hence, considera- 
tion of existing fueling facilities does not affect the choice of site. 


W. A. BUCK. 


May 15, 1947. 
OS/48-1(7) 
LS8/ND-11/ (GL) 
End-3 on Com 11 letter serial 23/07 of 25 February 1947. 
From: Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 
Yo: Chief of Naval Operations. 
Subject : Consolidation of supply activities in Long Beach-San Pedro area. 
Reference: (a) Bureau of Supplies and Accounts letter Os/A3—-1(7) over LS/ND— 
11/DS-1 to CNO dated May 13, 1947. 


1. Returned herewith are copies of correspondence inadvertently detached 
from reference («). 
B. SHERWOOD 
(By direction of the Chief of Bureau). 
765 NDI11/LS8 
ND11/N1 
ND1I1/A3 6090592 


NAVY DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C.. June 5, 1947. 
OptOF/emt/bm 
Nd11/L8 
Serial 507P40 
Fourth endorsement on Com 11 letter to CNO via CWSEF serial 23/07 dated 
February 25, 1947. 
From: Chief of Naval Operations. 
To: Chief of the Bureau of Ships. 
Subject: Cdnsolidation of supply activities in Long Beach-San Pedro area. 
Enclosure: {A) Bureau of supplies and Accounts letter OS/A3—-1(7), LS8/ND- 
11/DS-1 dated May 13, 1947. 


1, basic correspondence and enclosure (A) are forwarded for information and 
comment. 


68373 55 3 
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2. CNO fully appreciates the potential advantages which would result from 
retention of the NSD San Pedro as a separate activity in the Long Beach-San 
Pedro area in the event of mobilization for an emergency, However, our current 
restricted budgetary position requires careful evaluation of the priority which 
should be accorded certain installations, not now owned outright by the Navy, 
in areus where strategic requirements are relatively minor. 

3. With forced reductions in personnel ceilings, consideration must be given 
to consolidating and pooling our efforts in all areas to prevent dissipation of 
manpower and money in unproductive overhead organizations for similar fune- 
tional type activities operating at fractional capacity. Nucleus organizations, 
currently dormant but capable of speedy expansion and resumption of operations 
in the event of emergency, can be integrated into the staff of consolidated activi- 
ties. In the interests of the Navy as a whole, we must recognize the possible 
necessity of relaxing the ideals of specifically delineated management control 
where strict adherence to that principle would result in wasteful duplication. 

4. Rigid insistence of the continuance of duplicating, or nearly -duplicating, 
activities performing similar type functions at fractional capacity in the same 
area, will endanger our ability to obtain budgetary support for urgently needed 
facilities for current operaitons. 

5. Return of all papers is requested. 

ROBERT B. CARNEY, 
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics). 


Sopies to: (4th endorsement only) 

Com 11 

CWSF 

BuSaudA 765 ND11/L8 ND11/N1 ND11/A8 6090592 


Section 765 JUNE 27, 1947. 

NDI1/L8 (765) 

ND11/N1 

ND11/A8 

Bureau of Ships’ endorsement—5 on Com 11 letter to CNO via CWSF, serial 23/07, 
dated February 25, 1947. 

To: Chief of Naval Operations. 

Subject : Consolidation of supply activities in Long Beach-San Pedro area. 


1. The Bureau of Ships concurs in principle with the recommendations of 
commander, Western Sea Frontier, and the Chief of Bureau of Supplies and 
Accounts. The retention of management control of the industrial supply func- 
tions of the naval shipyard by the shipyard commander is considered to be ain 
absolute necessity for the efficient functioning of the naval shipyard. Attention 
is also invited to the directive from the Secretary of the Navy dated September 
14, 1945, on the subject of a long-range program for improving the organization 
and operating efficiency of United States naval shipyards, in which it was 
directed that a program be instituted embodying a long-range plan for relieving 
shipyard activities of nonindustrial work. The desirability of retaining a 
nucleus naval-supply depot on the mainland for wartime expansion, and of pro- 
viding for some duplication and dispersion of supply facilities are major 
considerations. 

2. Assuming that a naval-supply depot of major proportions will be necessary 
for wartime, the problem would seem to resolve into a question of how much 
should be invested at this time in preparing facilities for wartime and providing 
a nucleus organization for expansion. From the long-range point of view the 
retention of the naval-supply depot at San Pedro, including the Fort MacArthur 
site, appears to be the most economical solution. 

3. However, if peacetime economy measures force the merging of supply 
activities in the San Pedro area, this Bureau will interpose no objections to their 
location at the Terminal Island Naval Shipyard, with annexes at Torrance and 
San Pedro; and will cooperate to the fullest extent in establishing a workable 
management arrangement. 

E. W. MILLs, 
Chief of Bureau. 
CC: 

Com 11 

CWSF 

ComNavBase, T. I. 

NavShipYd, T. I. 

BuSandA 
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Mr. Rosackx. Admiral Parks, are you familiar with the negotiations 
and discussions that went on with the Ar my relative to the acquisition 
of zone 3 from Fort Mac Arthur as a possible supply area? 

Admiral Parks. No, sir; I am not familiar with it. I think that 
Commander Twitchell here has read the correspondence on it and can 
furnish for the record any information which you need. 

Mr, Ropack. Mr. Chairman, I would like to request for the record 
all the correspondence relative to the exchange of Fort MacArthur, 
back and forth, between the Army and the Navy, and the negotiations 
or the discussions dated back at least until 1947 and continuing up, 
at least, until 1951, but those dates are not exclusive. 

Mr. Honirretp. Can you supply copies of that correspondence ? 

Commander Twitcur.tt. We will supply that. 

(The material referred to was made available to the subcommittee 
staff for examination and was returned to the Bureau of Supplies and 
Accounts. ) 

Mr. Rospack. Going bac k for a minute to this reference, “the Di- 
rector of Planning, BuSandA, recommended the abandonment of the 
leased space.” Was that in the form of a written document ? 

Admiral Parks. A memorandum, as I recall it. 

Mr. Rosack. Mr. Chairman, we requested some time ago all the 
documents bearing on this disestablishment, and we don’t seem to 
have that document in our records. 

Could you supply that for the record ¢ 

Admiral Parks. Certainly, by all means. 

(See letter from Rear Adm. R. J. Arnold, Chief, Bureau of Supplies 
and Accounts, to Hon. Chet Holifield, November 14, 1955, p. 121.) 

Mr. Ropack. Is it proper for the committee to draw the inférence 
from the second paragraph that these recommendations of the so- 
called ad hoc committee are systematically being carried out, or has 
that consideration been completed / 

Admiral Parks. The ad hoc committee was exactly what its name 
implies, something to do with a definite time and place; a definite 
time in our operations. That ad hoc committee study, as I have stated 
here, was implemented in certain respects. That ad hoe committee 
study has been replaced, however, with continuing studies, whether 

reduced to paper or not, which are going on all the time in the 
Bureau. 

Mr. Ronack. The ad hoc committee stated that if the money pinch 
becomes extreme, Bremerton could provide area support, meaning that 
it could absorb the functions, I presume, of the naval supply depot 
at Seattle. 

Is that under consideration by the Navy ? 

Admiral Parks. Not at the present. time. 

Mr. Rorack. A statement is made in the conclusions of the ad hoc 
committee, in the excerpt given to the staff, and I quote: 

Feasible plans should be developed to meet the long-range objectives of the 
commander, Western Sea Frontier, at San Pedro. 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Ropack. Now, are plans being developed with respect to San 
Pedro, long range? 

Admiral Parks. They have been. 
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Mr. Ropack. In other words, this represents the long range, I 
mean this removal, the vacation of the leased space is part of a long- 
range plan? 

Admiral Parks. This has nothing to do with the long-range plan. 
The long-range plan is classified, and I can furnish it for the commit- 
tee’s perusal at a not-public hearing. 

Mr. Horirietp. This would involve emergency, in case of war? 

(\dmiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ronack. Admiral Parks, in the fifth paragraph of your state- 
ment, you say, “At this point there was prepared an informal study of 
personnel requirements.” At what point ? 

Admiral Parks. In 1955. The date here, 1 don’t have that. 

Commander Twitchell, could you-—— 

Commander Twrrcenet.t. Approximately the end of March 1955, 

Mr. Ropack. “An informal study”; now, what do you mean by “an 
informal study”? 

Admiral Parks. Well, by “an informal study,” 1 mean this: That 
the Chief directed Captain Ryan, whom he thought was most familiar 
with this area, having been a supply officer of the shipyard, to get 
together with Commander Durant and work with our various staff 
planning officers, such as Commander Twitchell—only Commander 
Twitchell wasn’t there at that time—and to work out, as I said before, 
a study to determine if it was feasible for the shipyard to accept this 
supply load; that is, if they considered it feasible. Of course, the only 
thing they could say is, “We think it is feasible in our considered 
judgment.” 

They came up with the opinion that it was feasible for the shipyard 
to accept this load, and they came up with an estimate of savings in 
personnel. That was submitted to the Chief of the Bureau orally. 

Mr. Rosack. In that paragraph it states that this study was made 
by projecting workloads in each supply subfunction and converting 
these workloads to man-months by the use of selected production 
rates which were obtained from the cost and work-measurement re- 
ports submitted by Long Beach. 

What does that statement. mean ? 

Admiral Parks. You are getting into a technical field of explaining 
our way of determining how many people we need for staffing. Now, 
I think we will have to have Commander Durant explain that. 

Mr. Rorack: Before he does so, let me rephrase the question : 

What is the relationship between that way of computing your 
personnel requirements and estimated savings derived from combin- 
ing the functions of the two activities ? 

Admiral Parks. I guess you had better ask Commander Durant 
that 

Mr. Hotirretp. Commander Durant, will you please answer’ that 
question ? 

Commander Durant. Will you restate it? 

Mr. Rorack. In the fifth paragraph of Admiral Parks’ statement, 
reference is made to an informal study of personnel requirements for 
Long Beach and for the transfer. This study was made by projecting 
workloads in each supply subfunction and converting these workloads 
to man-menths by the use of selected production rates which are 
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obtained from the cost and work-measurement reports submitted by 
Long Beach. 

Admiral Parks. I will answer that. 

Mr. Rozack. I just wanted to say that we don’t want to burden the 
record with a technical discussion of how you compute your work 

requirements. What I am asking is, What is the relationship between 
that method of computation and estim: ites, if any, of personnel savings 
to be effected by the transfer ? 

Admiral Parks. This method is, as I told you before, when we were 
discussing this infor mally, similar to getting the work to be done and 
comparing it to a big talik of water, and we use the production rate as 
a unit similar to a bucket (production rate is indicated in man- 
months) and you take that bucket and you dip it into the tank, and 
you figure out how many man-months you are going to need. 

Now, as we have gone over so many times in our staff studies here, 
there are certain functions which can be measured fairly accur: itely, 
such as stock control. There are certain other functions which simply 
don’t lend themselves to measurement by the bucket method. You 
have to add them in as just estimates, such as the manning of the front 
office. You can’t put any work measurements into the front office—the 
measurement of that. 

Mr. Ropack. I would like to ask Commander Durant whether, from 
this method of computation which is performed by the Bureau of 
Supplies and Accounts, for funding their manpower requirements, 
whether any estimate of savings could be made or computed ? 

Commander Durant. They were, sir. 

Mr. Ropack. I said, “Could they be?” I didn’t say “Were they ? 

Commander Duranr. It would be difficult to answer your question, 
Mr. Roback. 

Admiral Parks. May I answer that question? This job here is only 
one step in computing conversion. When you take, first, the present 
fuunded load, then you take this method which has been explained here, 
as I call the bucket method, and you figure out how much is going to 
be the combined load ; then you can compare the total number of people 
to do the combined load with the present funded load, and you come 
out with an estimated saving. 

To answer your question, to project this thing doesn’t result in 
savings. It results in a figure which you can use in projecting savings. 

Mr. Ropack. Cert ainly, the Navy has used it in projecting savings. 

Admiral Parks. Tliat’s right. 

Mr. Houtrieip. Do your funded personnel requirements reflect ac- 
curately your actual payroll, your actual personnel on payroll? 

Commander Durant. Could I answer that ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Commander Durant. Mr. Holifield, our funded complement reflects 
the total, the requirements for the people on board the activity, plus 
man-months of work that might be furnished by another activity. 

Mr. Horrrterp. Does it not reflect, rather, the amount that you are 
allowed under the budget to hire? 

Commander Durant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hoxrertevp. But it does not necessarily reflect the people that you 
do hire? 

Commander Durant. That is a correct statement. 
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Mr. Horirrevp. It is your allowable and not your actual ? 

Commander Durant. That is a correct statement. 

Mr. Hourrirevp. All right. Now can you then project a saving from 
an allowable to another allowable which has no reality in the actual 
payroll at either place ? 

Commander Durant. Perhaps I didn’t answer your question cor- 
rectly, sir. The funded complement determines the money which is 
provided the activity. So it would then necessarily follow that there 
is a certain limitation upon the;activity with respect to the number of 
people that the activity could have—— 

Mr. Hourrterp. That’s right. , It comprises the limitation. It does 
not reflect accurately the people required to do the work under the 
past conditions or under the projected conditions. 

Admiral Parks. May I take issue with that, sir? 

One of the principal differences here in your funded complement, 
and the number of people on board, is the funded complement is the 
computed number of people necessary to do the work, and it includes 
allowance for leave, and it includes overtime. 

Mr. Hotrrteip. That is not pertinent because they are on the pay- 
roll. 

Admiral Parks. That’s right. 

Mr. Hotrrtetp. It is not a pertinent observation to my remark 
because the people who are on the payroll, whether they are on leave, 
on overtime, or on regular hours, are all on the payroll, and it is an 
actual number of bodies that you can count. 

Mr. Lirscoms. May I ask a question here? 

Mr. Howtrtenp. Yes. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Admiral, you were talking about the steps that are 
taken to determine personnel sayings and all the rest. Were the steps 
to determine that and those things made after or before the decision 
to move the depot to the Long Beach Naval Shipyard ¢ 

Admiral Parks. This informal study upon which the Chief based 
his decision was made prior to the decision. 

Mr. Liescomn. Then, in your statement in paragraph 4, we are 
referring to a directive dated April.6, 1955, which is in regard to 
relinquishing leased space, and in complianc e with the directive to 
reduce personnel, the decision of the disestablishment of the San Pedro 
Naval Base was tentatively agreed upon, you say ? 

Admiral Parks. You have a point there. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Then, at the next paragraph, you say, “At this 
point”—that is, after you made the decision—“there was prep: red an 
informal study of personnel requirements,” and so forth. 

Now, did you decide to move before you made any decision as to 
the savings, the personnel efficiency, and all the rest 

Admiral Parks. No. The decision, as J believe I pointed out be- 
fore, this was a tentative decision, at which time the Chief directed 
his planners to look into the matter and come up with the feasibility 
and if any savings were to be done. It is like deciding to make a trip 
prov iding that certain things come about. So it appeared, as | men- 
tioned earlier here, th: ut, from just a casual glance, savings could be 
effected. 

Consequently, he directed that study be made to determine if it was 
feasible and if savings could be accomplished. 
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Mr. Lirpscoms. Was that made before the decision ? 

Commander Durant. May I amplify? Mr. Lipscomb, some time 
early in January, I believe--my memory is hazy on this report—I 
prepared, at Captain Ryan’s request, a st: affing plan' for the Long 
Beach Shipyard, assuming that NSD San Pedro's s workload was trans- 
ferred to the shipyard. “Those figures were rough—I mean in the 
sense it wasn’t a formal study; it was a computation, function by 
function, which I furnished C aptain Ryan. 

Now, I believe, sir, that those figures were used in Captain Ryan’s 
presentation to Admiral Arnold, but I don’t know that. 

Mr. Lirescoms. Mr. Chairinan, does the staff have a record or tran- 
script of that January survey ¢ 

Mr. Batwan. We do not. 

Mr. Hotirrevp. There is no record? 

Mr. Lrescoms. Do you remember in that particular survey how 
many employees you determined you would save at that time, in 
Jannary ¢ 

Commander Durant. No, sir; I do not remember the precise num- 
ber. I don’t want to try to evade your question. I think it was around 
250, sir. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Approximately in the same range that it is now? 
It is 195 now. 

Commander Durant. Yes, sir; that’s right. 

Mr. Ropack. You testified, Commander Durant, that you calcu- 
lated those savings figures 

Commander Durant. I am testifying that I prepared a fund- 
ing plan for the Long Beach Shipyard in January, assuming that 
they took over the San Pedro workload. 

Mr. Rogpack.. You did not make a study which demonstrated that 
100 or 200 or 300 people would be saved ? 

Commander Durant. I believe that at that time I advised Captain 
Ryan that it looked as though we would have savings in the neigh- 
borhood of 250 people. 

Mr. Rosacx. That was an observation ; that wasn’t a study. 

Commander Durant. That’s right. 

Mr. Lirscoms. I just want to ‘be clear in my mind that these in- 
vestigations, surveys, and figures were all obtained prior to making 
the decision to move the depot to Long Beach Naval Shipyard. [| 
don’t think that we should sit here and try to justify it now with 
savings and efficiency and all that, if there was some other factor 
that entered into the move. I don’t quite find from the statement 
and all—and justify in my mind—that they made all of these surveys 
and investigations prior to making the decision, and that is what I 
want to be sure is the fact. 

Mr. Houtrre.p. I think your question is pertinent. 

Admiral Parks. Well, l see what you mean here. You are quoting a 
DOD directive of April 6, 1955, and here we were making this decision 
some time earlier. However, as I pointed out previously, this DOD 
directive of April 6* is simply a follow-on directive of many other 
DOD directives in the same vein. 

Mr. Livscoms. That has no bearing on this at all. Your state- 
ment says that “Based on this directive and in compliance with other 








‘ant Department of Defense directive No. 4165.16, Relinquishment of leased space, April 6, 
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directives pertaining to military personnel, the decision to disestab- 
lish it was made.” 

Now, were there or were there not any studies made whether this 
was an economical move, that it would cut down personnel, save 
space, and that you could do the job in Long Beach Naval Ship- 
yard? Was that decision and those investigations made prior to the 
decision to move ¢ 

Admiral Parks. Yes; certainly it was. As I pointed out in my 
previous testimony, when this matter came up, early in the spring 
of—it is probably in the record, hearing record, as to when it states 
that the decision was made—I can’t remember the exact date, but I 
was present at the time when the Chief said: 

It looks like we should look into the matter of disestablishing San Pedro in 
order to save this required number of people. 

At that time he directed this study to be made, but without having 
made any firm decision. 

Mr. Lirscoms. If you made these surveys before, were the savings 
greater at that particular time than you would find them today ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes. The study which Commander Durant made, 
as he says, he told Captain Ryan that it looked to him as if a savings 
of about 250 could be made, while our present study here shows a 
saving of about 195. Those savings looked a little bit more than we 
finally come up with here. 

Mr. Ropackx. Mr. Lipscomb, may I direct your attention to House 
Report 1456, the committee report, in which the following statement 
is made on page 11, carrying over to page 12: 

The Navy officials concerned had only the vaguest idea as to what the personne! 
requirement would be after relocation. The maximum and minimum estimates 
of personnel reductions were bandied about, representing 50 and 25 percent, 
respectively, of the present depot work force. No detailed study or analysis 
wus made to determine staffing requirements or to support the allegations of 
dollar savings through personnel reductions. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Admiral Parks if this 
statement is not the case, for him to supply evidence which refutes it. 

Admiral Parks. Well, I have testified, and Conimander Durant 
has testified, that he made these studies. Now, they weren't, so far 
as I know, reduced to writing, or do you have those ? 

Commander Durant. I have a subsequent plan which was pre- 
pared some time in April, I believe, which I furnished a member of 
the committee. That was in connection with a trip, I believe, that 
was being made by Captain Foott to the Bureau. 

Mr. Rosack. Did that purport to be a savings estimate ? 

Commander Durant. I had a statement on there that said there 
were savings. 

Mr. Rogacx. Do you understand that that was an estimate of 
savings ? 

Commander Durant. I made the statement that there was an esti- 
mate of savings of 327 

Mr. Rorack. That is not the question that I asked you. I said, 
do you understand that that was a savings estimate? 

Commander Durant. It was my understanding at the time that I 
was preparing a funding plan for the shipyard after the transfer. 
I appended a savings figure, a reduction figure. 

Mr. Ronackx. You understand that to be a savings estimate? 
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Commander Durant. My approach to this was to consider the total 
requirements of the shipyard. I didn’t isolate. 

Mr. Rozack. Mr. Chairman, I do not have an answer to the question. 

Admiral Parks. I consider it a savings estimate, because it shows 
you how many people you are going to have to have to do the work, 
and it also indicates there the number of people who are required now 
to do the work. As I pointed out before, the funding study is one 
step in the determination of savings, and I believe that Mr. Eckhart 
has that document right here. 

Mr. Ho.uitrietp. We will take some time during the lunch hour to 
analyze this. 

Mr. Rosacx. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Balwan has a number of questions 
in this particular field. 

Mr. Batwan. Do you want to do that now? I would suggest that, 

rather than pursue the analysis of various studies that have been 
veamated —and there are very many of them, and we are going to work 
with many figures—that we commence after lunch at which time we 
could have an uninterrupted hour or so to work on it. If Mr. Roback 
could pursue some other questions, we could be back later. 

Mr. Hourrretp. Would you care to go ahead on the other questions ? 

Mr. Ropack. Yes. 

Mr. Houtrieip. Mr. Roback. 

Mr. Ropack. In your statement, Admiral Parks, in paragraph 6, you 
state that— 

Several factors have emerged during the Consolidation process which now 
allow a firmer estimate of costs and savings 
and then you proceed to give an estimate of one-time costs of dis- 
establishment, which is less than a third of what your original estimate 
was. 

What are those factors which emerged during the process which led 
you to revise your calculation / 

Admiral Parks. All right. To enumerate, and to go back to my 
appendix B, item by item, I will go down and explain them. 

Mr. Rorack. What my question was directed to was those factors 
which emerged during the consolidation process. 

Admiral Parks. The answer is that firmer information was fur- 
nished upon which to base our estimates. 

Mr. Rosack. What was the biggest factor in the reduction from 

$820,000 to $232,000—the biggest single factor ? 

Admiral Parks. You would have to go down that, item by item by 
item. 

Mr. Tolliver can answer that. 

Mr. Totniver. The large reduction between the figures we are using 
now, as our sav ings, and those in the record, in the W ashington hear- 
ings, which I can’t identify, represent the removal of the restoration 
estimates from the one-time cost estimates. 

Mr. Rosack. Will you explain to the committee why the removal 
of the restoration estimates emerged during the consolidation process ? 

Mr. Totiiver. | am not in a position to explain that, sir. Iam ina 
position to say, however, that in our analysis of the proper one-item 
costs which should be : applied to this we have come to the conclusion 
that, I will say, we erred at the outset in concluding restoration as a 
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one-time cost attached to the disestablishment of the depot and the 
merging of the functions as to the shipyard. 

Mr. Rorack. It was an experiment in the consolidation process to 
just refigure the costs to see how you could cut them down? 

Mr. Toruiver. No, sir; it was not that. It was an evaluation of the 
true one-time costs attached to the project that we have on hand which 
created the removal of those sums that made up a large part of the 
eight-hundred-some-odd-thousand. dollars. 

Admiral Parks. Let’s say it was a correction of an error. 

Mr. Rosack. Which reduced your estimate of cost by two-thirds? 

Admiral Parks. Correct. 

Mr. Rorack. It is not inconceivable that your estimates of savings 
could be-—-— 

Mr. Liescoms. Mr, Chairman, was there any change in programing 
that was involved in the reduction of the one-time costs ? 

Admiral Parks. No. 

Mr. Lirscoms. No change? 

Admiral Parks. Wait a minute. Yes. I believe our one-time 
costs—I don’t have a tabulation—originally included a larger figure 
here for consolidation of packing and preservation facilities. We 
sent one of our preservation engineers out here to look over the preser- 
vation facilities in both places and he came up with an estimate of 
what was needed, and that $41,000 represents his estimate of what 
was needed. I don’t recall that there was any change in this Torrance 
thing. There is a slight reduction there, based on actual firmer esti- 
mates in the alterations to the building at Torrance. 

Some of the biggest factors were this matter of providing transit 
sheds and cold-storage facilities at the stores landing, which we have 
been able to do at a substantially less figure than we had anticipated. 

Mr. Lipscoms. You are talking about reefers now ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Liescomp. Would you say that there has been a substantial 
change in the plan in regard to reefers at the base ? 

Admiral Parks. Well, the plan is this: Rather than buy new reefers 
and construct them, we have discovered some excess reefers, and they 
are now being erected at the stores landing. 

Mr. Lirpscoms. Was this a change in your plans as to where you were 
going to originally construct those reefers ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Is there a temporary installation that you have at 
the present time ? 

Admiral Parks. Well, sir, it is not temporary in the sense that it 
is going to be changed in the next year or 2 or 3. The installation, 
the location we contemplate is permanent. Those reefers being 
secondhand reefers, we probably will have to replace them in 3 or 4 
years. 

Mr. Lirscoms. When those are replaced, where are you planning to 
install them ? 

Admiral Parks. Probably at the same place. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Is this decision to establish temporary reefers at 
this location now a recent result 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Change in your plans? 
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Admiral Parks. It is a change since the time of the hearings. 

Mr. Liescoms. It is a change since you testified before the com- 
mittee the last time ¢ 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Lipscoms. So that is a reduction at this particular point in your 
costs of $100,000 or more ? 

Admiral Parks. I can’t recall. 

Mr. Touiiver. Those figures were developed in connection with the 
planning for possible construction in the mole. They included the 
small-boat landings, $300,000, [ think; another one for cold-storage 
space, another for transit space. In other words, I think, as the 
testimony previously showed, somewhat of a supermarket down on 
the mole. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Wasn’t that subsequently changed, then, to pier E ? 

Mr. Touriver. No, sir. 

Admiral Parks. Mr. Lipscomb, let me answer that. There was 
some consideration of the use of pier KE. But that has never gotten 
beyond anything more than a talking point, and there is certainly no 
firm plan or no present plan for building anything on pier E. 

Mr. Liescoms. Well, you inserted for the record in our first hear- 
ing in Washington appendix B, memorandum from the Chief, Bureau 
of Supplies and Accounts, and item f in there, the last sentence says: 
Pending final development of the pier FE site for this purpose, it is further recom- 
mended that waterfront delivery requirements be improvised elsewhere on the 
shipyard waterfront. 

Well, that is actually what you are doing right now, isn’t it ? 

Admiral Parks. I wouldn't call it improvised. It has been de- 
veloped to the point where it works very well. 

Mr. Lirscoms. Do you anticipate or has it already been done, that 
a request will be made to your superiors and then subsequently = 
Bureau of Budget and Congress to appropriate for permanent reefer: 

Admiral Parxs. Eventually, either permanent reefers or a replace- 
ment of those advanced base-type reefers; it is going to have to be 
done within, I would estimate, 3 to 4 years. 

Mr. Lirscoms. The way we do our budgeting, you certainly must 
be planning that right now in order to get it in by the next 2 or 3 
years. 

Admiral Parks. It is not in the 1957 budget. 

Mr. Lirscome. Do you anticipate in the 1958 budget ? 

Admiral Parks. I would have to talk with the engineers and find 
out what the estimated life of those reefers is. 

Mr. Lirescoms. You are still going to spend the money, so actually 
you are going to spend the money and you have just lifted it out of 
your one-time costs now and are going to set it off in the future, so 
it isn’t actually a saving. 

Admiral Parks. No. 

Mr. Lrescome. It is a cost. 

Admiral Parks. It is a cost, but at the same time I might point 
out that the same type of reefers are installed in the San Pedro Depot, 
and they would have to be replaced, too. 

Mr. Lirscomr. As long as we are on this sheet, on your one-time 
costs, would you explain. to me about the Butler buildings? What 
are you going to do about the Butler buildings? You are not going 
to move them; you are not going to use them ? 
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Admiral Parks. They are not going to be moved to the shipyard 
for this preservation thing. The Butler buildings have got to be 
removed incident to the restoration, and those Butler buildings will 
be utilized elsewhere. They may be put back into stock. We may 
utilize them to take the place of a project which the shipyard had 
in for prior to this consolidation, a paint and oil storehouse. 

Mr. Liescoms. The question I would like to know is, Why aren’t 
they included in one-time costs? 

Admiral Parks. They are not included in the one-time costs be- 
cause removal of them is incident to the restoration project, which 
we are going to have to do, as I said, some day, unless we stay on 
that pier in perpetuum. 

Mr. Lrescoms. You don’t consider that any cost of this removal 
whatsoever ? 

Admiral Parks. It has nothing to do directly with this consolida- 
tion. 

Mr. Iarscoms. I consider the Butler buildings a little different than 
some of the other buildings that you are just going to tear down or 
give away or whatever you do, make a deal to sell them to the city, 
because you anticipate moving those off some place. 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Lirscoms. You must. 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Lirscomn. So there is going to be a cost to somebody. 

Admiral Parks. Well, I can’t even say that there is—and it is not 
for sure that we would anticipate moving them off. It might be that 
there might be negotiation with the city to leave them there as an offset 
against restoration costs. Of course, that willl have to be decided 
later on. 

Mr. Lirscomr. That is all. 

Mr. Rorpack. On that point, are there any plans to transfer the 
Butler Building to Torrance? 

Admiral Parks. A plan has been advanced to take some of those, 
to reerect some of those at Torrance to replace a shipyard project for 
a paint and oil storehouse. 

Captain Foott, how much is the cost of that paint and oil storehouse 
that you had in for? 

Captain Foorr. I will have to ie it. Ihave it here, Admiral. 

(See letter from Rear Adm, R. J. Arnold, Chief, Bureau of canes 
and Accounts, to Hon. Chet Holifield, November 14, 1955, p. 121.) 

Admiral Parks. But the shipyard has a project or had before this 
consolidation, a request for funds for a paint and oil storehouse in 
the shipyard area. It now appears that it my be feasible to utilize 
some of these Butler buildings and erect them at Torrance in lieu of 
erecting them in the shipyard area for the storage of paints and oils. 

Mr. Rosack. To the extent that you need that shipyard area to 
handle supplies used, then that will be a one-time cost against removal 
of the buildings? 

Admiral Parks. I can’t follow that. 

Mr. Rosack. Well, the purpose of having the shipyard establish a 
paint and oil storehouse in the area at Torrance is presumably to make 
room to handle new missions. 

Admiral Parks. No. 

Mr. Ropackx. New responsibilities. 
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Admiral Parks. The purpose of the shipyard establishing a paint 
and oil storehouse—and this project was started before the consoli- 
a, as to build this warehouse, as I recall it, on the mole. 

Captain Foorr. Yes. 

Admiral Parks. As a safety factor. Now, it appears that it may 
be cheaper to take these Butler buildings— they have to be either 
removed from the pier or in effect sold to the city—it may be cheaper 
to take some of these Butler buildings and reerect them at Torrance, 
we could reerect them on the mole, for that matter, except that it is 
probably cheaper to erect them at Torrance for paint and oil for the 
shipyard use, 

Mr. Houtrieip. Heretofore, you were handling your paint and oil 
on the shipyard base somewhere? 

Admiral Parks. They have had storage for paint and oil; and, as 
I gather it, the storage has been inadequate. For that reason they 
put in a project to construct a warehouse for their inflammable- type 
material, principally for safety reasons, get it away from the other 
stock. 

Mr. Rosack. Admiral Parks, following a discussion in 1947, a pro- 
posal by the shipyard commander to disestablish the depot, were there 
any further suggestions to the same end ever proposed either by the 
shipyard or by the supply depot ? 

Admiral Parks. You are getting back into an area that I don’t know 
anything about. 

Mr. Rosack. I wonder if the commander wants to answer that 
question. 

Do you know whether anybody at the depot has ever proposed the 
merger action which is in process ¢ 

Commander Warrs. I know positively no one at the depot has pro- 
posed the present merger. 

Mr. Ronack. Has anyone at the depot—and I say anyone—— 

Commander Warts. May I say why? While I have been the 
executive officer, to my knowledge, no such proposal originated to 
merge with the shipyard. 

Mr. Ropack. What proposals have been advanced in summary by 
the depot, other than staying, operating as you have been? Has 
anyone from the depot ever come to the Bureau with a proposal or a 
program ¢ 

Commander Warrs. You mean——— 

Mr. Ropack. With respect to the reorganization of the depot, 
either vacation of the lease or the acquisition of the Fort McArthur 
site, transfer to the Torrance area, the shipyard, or a combination 
of all those; has anyone ever made a proposal to Washington ? 

Commander Watts, do you have any knowledge of any plan or 
program advanced since 1947 for the modification or relocation or 
reorganization of the naval supply depot 

Commander Warts. Yes, sir, Mr. Roback. 

Mr. Ropack. Can you describe those to the subcommittee ? 

Commander Warts. The details are a and a part of the 
shore station development program of the Navy was a proposal to 
relocate. 

Mr. Horirteip. May I interrupt at this point, commander, just to 
say no classified testimony is requested by this subcommittee at this 
heari ing. The question can be answered by telling the committee that 
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there have been other plans, if there have been any, and who proposed 
them. 

Mr. Rogwack. And if not classified, what the general arrangement 
was, as far as the location. 

Commander Warts. The shore station development program, of 
course, is classified; and in connection with that program there have 
been proposals, because the plans are developed at the activity and of 
course processed through the chain of command. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Would you prefer to elaborate on this question in 
executive session, if we desire to interrogate you further.on it? 

Commander Warrs. I am prepared to. 

Mr. Houirtevp. At this time you would not identify any plan or any 
officer that has been presented in an alternate way to the plan which 
you are now suggesting ? 

Commander Warts. Mr. Chairman, I feel that I haven’t properly 
understood the question. 

Mr. Ho.irrecp. Rephrase the question. 

Mr. Ropack. The question is, can you tell the subcommittee of any 
unclassified plans, programs, or proposals to rearrange the depot setup 
that you have here at San Pedro, whether by relocation to one place 
or another, or in the same place / 

Commander Warrs. Prior to the disestablishment announcement, 
nothing except as a part of the shore station development program. 

Mr. Ropack. Where in your understanding did the proposal to relo- 
cate the depot originate ? 

Commander Warts. In the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 

Mr. Ropackx. Was any recommendation ever solicited of the depot 
as to the feasibility or the advisability of taking this action ? 

Commander Warts. This specific disestablishment, no. There were 
several visits by officers from the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts to 
the naval supply depot, and there were discussions about the future of 
the naval supply depot. These discussions centered around the fact 
that the depot was on leased property, the fact that that was not 
desirable, and they also included discussions on possibilities for a 
permanent location. 

Mr. Rosackx. Do you agree with this statement made by the com- 
mittee in its report? [Reading:] 

The initial inspiration for the action seems to have been a decision to vacate 
leased quarters in favor of wholly Government-owned facilities, even though 
the move apparently will entail greater use of other commercial facilities to 
compensate for deficiencies at the shipyard. 

Commander Warts. In answer to that question, I have no knowl- 
edge concerning the initial inspiration for the action, other than to 
surmise that the fact the depot is in leased quarters was a factor. 

Mr. Ropack. Are you stating to this committee, and everyone who 
is testifying is under oath, that you know of no proposal that was 
inade by the depot to the Bureau with respect to the reorganization 
or the modification of the San Pedro Naval Supply Depot ? 

Cominander Warts. I repeat that I know of no proposal prior to 
the announcement of the disestablishment of the depot. 

Mr. Ropack. Well, what happened after the announcement was 
made, as far as the depot evaluation of this thing was concerned? Did 
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they take issue with it? Did anyone come to Washington and discuss 
the matter and say it is an unwise move? 
Commander Warts. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Rosack. Will you tell the subcommittee in substance what hap- 
pened ¢ 
Mr. Houir1evp. Is there someone else who wishes to testify ¢ 
Did you wish to testify, sir? Will you please tell the committee the 
name of any person in a responsible position who went to Washington 
and who proposed a plan which was in opposition to the plan w hich 
you are now carrying out, either as originally planned or modified * 
Commander Warts. Comm: nding offic er, Capt. Paul W. Clarke. 
Mr. Hotirtetp. He did make a trip to Washington ? 
Commander Warts. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Hottrietp. And did he propose a plan in opposition, an alter- 
nate plan in opposition to the plan which you are now advocating ¢ 
Commander Warts. Captain Clarke and Captain Foott made a trip 
to Washington. As to exactly what went on in Washington, I can't 
testify. 
Mr. Houirtevp. Is Captain Clarke in the room? 
(No response. ) 
Mr. Houtrrevp. Is Captain Foott in the room ? 
Captain Foorr. I am. 
Mr. Hortrretp. Do you have knowledge of the matter to which Com- 
ae Watts testified ? 
Captain Foorr. I believe I do; yes, sir. 
Mr. Hoxirterp. Will you please give the committee such informa- 
tion as Mr. Roback may request on that point ? 
Restate your question. 
Mr. Rosacx. What was the substance of the proposal by the naval 
supply depot after the announcement ofthe consolidation was made? 
Captain Foorr. The proposal made by Captain Clarke, when we 
both went back to Washington subsequent to the announcement of the 
closing of the San Pedro Depot, was that the Bureau consider modify- 
ing their plan to moving the depot back to Torrance, which in effect 
was merely a revision of a plan that Admiral Parks testified on earlier, 
that the Bureau had considered. 
Mr. Ropack. Do you mean that the Director of Planning at the Bu- 
eau had made this proposal after or before Captain Clarke came to 
Washington ? 
Admiral Parks. You are asking me? 
Mr. Rogack. I am asking Captain Foott, but you may answer the 


question. 
Admiral Parks. The Director of Planning made that about a year 
before. 


Mr. Ropack. That emanated from the Bureau ? 

Admiral Parks. It emanated from the Bureau, and I don’t know if 
it ever got out of the Bureau. 

Mr. Rogsack. But in substance, as Captain Foott testified, the same 
proposal was made by Captain Clarke when he came to Washington 
after the merger action / 

Admiral Parks. In essence. 

Mr. Rosack. Following those two recommendations, the merger 
action proceeded, which was at variance with or in spite of those 
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recommendations, both within the Bureau and by the commanding 
officer of the depot ? 

Admiral Parks. Well, they are at variance, but that isn’t the whole 
story. 

Mr. Hottririp. May I rephrase the question for the benefit of the 
committee record : 

Captain Clarke, as I understand, the planning officer-—— 

Admiral Parks. No, sir. 

Mr. Hortrreip. What is his position ¢ 

Admiral Parks. Commanding officer of the supply depot. 

Mr. Houirretp. As commanding officer of the supply depot, Cap- 
tain Clarke did make a trip to Washington, and he did propose a 
plan which is at variance with the plan which is pursued at this time. 
Was Captain Clarke’s plan considered ¢ 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Was it rejected for cause ? 

\dmiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hoxirteip. Is there any reason why the plan which Captain 
Clarke proposed should not be made available to this committee ? 

Admiral Parks. I see no reason if it is available. He brought it 
with him, and to the best of my knowledge took it back. 

Mr. Houirretp. Is Captain Clarke in California at this time? 

Admiral Parks. Yes. As a matter of fact, I suppose, probably, 
that the supply depot has that plan there. 

Can you furnish that ? 

Commander Warts. It is in our files some place. 

Mr. Hotrrretp. The answer is that Captain Clarke is in California 
at this time ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrievp. He is available to the committee if the committee 
should desire to call him ? 

Admiral Parks. I think so. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. Captain Foott, did you go with Captain Clarke to 
Washington ? 

Captain Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrietp. Do you have the same knowledge in regard to this 
proposal that Captain Clarke has? 

Captain Foorr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Howtrizip. Do you have a copy of the plan that was pro 
posed / 

Captain Foorr. No. I only know of it verbally. I didn’t keep a 
copy. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. You did not participate in preparing the plan ? 

Captain Foorr. No. 

a Howirtetp. But you have read the plan ? 

Captain Foorr. Thave read the plan. Iam not even sure that it was 
a written plan. 

Mr. Hovirretp. Wait a minute. Let’s be very careful. Remember 
that we are putting this on the record. You said you knew of it ver- 
bally, and you answered my question that you had read the plan. Do 
you Wish to revise your remarks? We are not trying to entrap you in 
any way. We want to preserve your record in a way that you will 
be proud of. 
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Captain Foorr. I know of the plan because I was with Captain 
Clarke on the trip and heard the verbal presentation. 

Mr. Honirtevp. I see. Did you read the plan on the trip back 
there? Did you read the plan 4 

Captain Foorr. No, sir. 

Mr. Hourretp. You did not read the plan at any time / 

I want Captain Foott to have a chance to clear the record. 

Captain Foorr. I honestly cannot state at this time whether or not 
a written plan was prepared. Therefore, the answer should be that 
I didn’t read any plan. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. I see. You do not know then whether Captain 
Clarke, in his presentation in Washington, read from the prepared 
plan or made a verbal statement 

Captain, Foorr. I do know he made a verbal statement because I 
heard him. 

Mr. Howtrrevp. And you know that he did not offer at that time, or 
read from a prepared plan / 

Captain Foorr. I don’t believe he did, sir. 

Mr. Honirtetp. I see. Now, Admiral Parks, do you wish to add 
something to that ? 

Admiral Parks. I was: just going to say that I don’t recall either 
whether he had anything written up or not. I do know that he 
made this presentation orally to the Chief, explained what he sug- 
gested in lieu of consolidation, and I can’t remember the details. 
But I think if anything was written up it ought to be in the depot’s 
files. 

Mr. Garrison. We have it. 

Mr. Houirietp. Will you please rise and give your name and posi- 
tion to the reporter ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. Mr. W. W. Garrison, planning superyisor, Naval 
Supply Depot, San Pedro. 

Mr. Honmrevp. Mr. Garrison, will you please take the oath? 

(The witness was sworn. ) 


TESTIMONY OF WARREN W. GARRISON, PLANNING SUPERVISOR, 
NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT, SAN PEDRO, CALIF. 


Mr. Garrtson. I have a copy here, a résumé of the correspondence 
which Captain Clarke took to Washington and which he returned to 
me upon his return from the Bureau. 

Mr. Houirreip. Does that contain a written prepared plan, or is it 
a collection of documents from which he apparently made a—— 

Mr. Garrison. It is a collection of documents from which he pre- 
sented his proposal. 

Mr. Howirieip. Orally / 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir; as far as I know. I was not there. 

Mr. Houtrtecp. Will vou submit at this time to the committee those 
documents ¢ 

Mr. Rorack. Is any information classified in those documents? 

Mr. Garrison. No classified information. 

Mr. Rosack. Can you tell in substance to the committee what the 
proposal was / 

Mr. Garrison. I can. 


68373—55———4 
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Mr. Howirrevp. If there is no objection on the part of the committee, 
these documents will be received for the record. 

Mr. Lipscoms. Mr. Chairman, I am not quite clear why Captain 
Clarke went to Washington. Was he asked to come back? 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Liescoms. He was asked to come back to submit this plan 4 

Admiral Parks. No; he and Captain Foott were asked to come back 
and discuss details of this proposed merger. 

Mr. Ropack. After it was announced ¢ 

Mr. Lirscoms. Then, when he arrived, he presented this plan that 
we are 

Admiral Parks. Yes; he presented, or I hearda plan. Now, whether 
it is the same, I can’t remember the details, of it. Essentially, it was 
the retaining of the command based on Torrance, I believe. 

Mr. Lirescoms. Where is Captain Clarke now ¢ 

Admiral Parks. He is on leave, and he is trying to move to San 
Francisco. He is in the process of moving. He may ‘be in town today ; 
I don’t know. 

Mr. Liescoms. Has he been transferred or something ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes; he has been transferred. 

Mr. Houtrietp. Without objection, the documents presented by Mr. 
Garrison will be received as part of the committee record. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 





FISCAL 
I. BASIC ASSUMPTION 


The costs of accounting and disbursing functions are costs to the Navy and the 
taxpayer regardless of which Navy bureau or office picks up the tab. 


Il 
Based on present unit charges under NIF and the present cost to NSD to 
perform these services the cost will be: 
NSY—Long Beach NSD—San Pedro 
$11,915.54 per month $11,237.62 per month 
The NSY, Long Beach, figure is based The NSD figure represents three- 


on charges that will be made against 
the satellites direct. It does not include 


costs of stores accounting, cash sales, 


quarters of the salaries of the NSD per- 
sonnel performing fiscal and disbursing 
functions. Various cost and work meas- 








disposal sales, special deposits, ete. 

It is based on unit costs and is subject 
to change monthly. In the opinion of 
the Comptroller' NSY-LB, the charges 
will increase because the costs at 
Charlestown, Pearl Harbor, Boston, and 
New York are in general higher. 


NS) 


UROM MO 
Each savings bond___- 

Timekeeping__- 
Voucher 
Plant account_______ 


Appropriation accounting ‘(en ‘hh NAVE Xos 3441 ) prepared. 


Stores SCcountineg.......+-<kenacncc oo 


audit (per vouc her to include all form 1080 ¢ harges) - 


urement studies during the past year 
have shown that one-quarter of the fis- 
cal effort is expended to NSD fiscal and 
three-quarters to satellites. Much of 
the NSD effort—cash sales, disposal 
sales, stores returns, and job orders will 
be transferred to Long Beach-—so that 
the only function saved will be in cer- 
tain areas of appropriation accounting. 


"—Long Beach 


Unit Costs 
$7. 
OS, 
$0. 04 per card. 
$1. 64. 
$0.11 per card. 
$15. 04 each. 
Percent of total 

value. 
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In general charges will be based on total salaries of increase in complement 
required to assume NSD fiscal functions—unit rates inelnde the cost of 
(a) Direct labor (including acceleration for leave). 
(b) Materials used. 
(c) Equipment rentals. 
(d@) Equipment acquired specitically for the function. 
(e) General expense overhead. 
The cost to all satellite activities (does not include NSD, San Pedro) 


re ae cae creeds iat pera x aegteneet ance al niansel ERD 
Gavin DONdS. ...6 ew eee beck reece et ala Baa 
ST SECON i Bit neces eee ae 
Ot NE i ici eee Mincdilacoh dccastemggaiuke sa et RAI al natal Se 1, 258. 32 
I a haa alia eA Aket cea eras 1 


ORR Soa ee SN ES a pala RE he ce ede eras aes .., 11, 915. 34 


To use one of the larger satellites as. an example; the cost to the Naval Station, 
Long Beach, per month will be as follows: 


I ae sels he pe ed sere eS . $656, 38 
Pe ys RG i isc ini ci hese ae cee eta sw nc nae So sg cs tcc ea el 36. 56 
Appropriation accounting________~_.- Be Sinise a lee cal Belts ee et i es 4, 752. 64 
TImGmeCniie. 2.8. 8 een dae rath eek ace aie 450. 24 
Ie i a kee ae 150. 00 

a ae ea ek 


IfI. PRospLEM AREAS UNDER NIF 


A. ComEleven and DSO will have 2 large areas under their control—100 miles 
apart—where there will be 2 entirely different procedures-—costwise—-for 
identical services. In the San Diego area, S. and A. will pay the bill. In the Los 
Angeles area, each satellite will pay the bill. Such a practice will result in 
seriously disturbed intra-Navy relations within the district and ultimately 
damage the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts inasmuch as the popular phildsophy 
is to lay all problems within the realm of accounting and disbursing at the feet of 
S.andA. Each time S. and A. gives up one of its functions it thereby loses control 
locally, of a inanagement area for which it still shares, with the Comptroller, the 
ultimate responsibility. 

B. The satellites supported by San Pedro fiscal are financed by funds from 12 
different bureaus and offices of the Navy Department. No satellite has budgeted 
for accounting and disbursing functions for the next fiscal year; nor have the 
parent bureaus and offices been aware that such charges may be presented. 

C. In the opinion of the Comptroller NSY, LB the two organizations can 
never be integrated. A merger will result in one organization alongside another. 
Some supervision at the very top level may be saved, but even that level of 
supervision will be diluted and either the mission of NIF—the satellites—or 
both will suffer. The Comptroller and his top supervisors will be placed in the 
position of serving two masters. 

ID. A limited merger will be determined by 

1. The time lag in procuring and installing udditional IBM equipment. 
At present the functions payroll, disbursing, plant account, and appropria- 
tion accounting must continue to be done exactly as it is done at NSD today. 
* * * * * * x 


RECAP OF PROPOSED COVERED SPACE AT TORRANCE 


General-purpose building (gross Square feet)___._____. _________ +. ‘189, 500 
Storage building (net square feet) ieee ie a cna oh ea ae 
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Office-space key to map of Torrance 
Square feet 





Building 5: Command and planning tee A tak Re el eed 8. 2, 100 
Building 9: Public works, L. and E. office__ ies ake pe oe ae 2, 1, 200 
Building 27: Control Division, Fiscal Department, Dead Files, Bid 
Room . uc tts weenie aE AL ee eee 21, 400 
Building 32: Industrial Relations Department, Administrative Serv- 
ices Department, miscellaneous administrative areas _....-_________ 10, 800 
Warehouse 1. Traftic Branch _- “ be eee a ae : Saal 2, 000 
Total aks s dees — iia ccd as wale ie ice es + gabe ae 
Warehouse 1: Traffic (transit space) eae : ‘ 78, 000 
Building 112: Packing (presently box shop) ere zs ‘ 12, 000 
Building 115: Forklift storage : : 6, 000 
Building 211: Preservation___~— Si y i = 6, 000 
ENE Sg ecieclaicinctcnbaebdadentiee pivic topes hi pot awe 
Storage space: Net square feet 
Warehouse 1: PSSO (M), dry ae : ~aattince tee, OOO 
Warehouse 2: GSSO (G) sia . : ehsciateacnasee fe aul. 78, 000 
Wurehouse 3: GSSO (G)___-- 2 i; ; , 78, 000 
Warehouse 4: 
GSS. (GG) w.-.. ssllbiaia bc eaaidaecs i eel siting Sandee ae scneaiininnettel ep tie 
BUSI, GP ).<...<. : sc ; 288 
LES BS Ra oo A a es ees eee ee ee ea 6, 844 
pains oi Se CAL). TORO. oo 2 sil 1, 052 
Building 22: PSSO (M), frozen______ scone ac ssamppendiosnenclanemealerdicosom: ae 
Bnioing 23: Ceo. (CU)... oe eee Pe oa 14, 400 
Building 29: BUSANDA (B)-_-------~-- ; 15, 600 
Building 114: BUSANDA (B)-__-~--- . : 7, 800 
Building 118: Disposal of excess by sale_____—_._- a es, 7, 800 


Recap of net square feet for material storage: 
GSSO (G)- eA Smaeianae sete Gs earl Mela ss exh nes lata ccs een bis), TOE 
PSSO (M), dry cmon Bas ? ae = 24, 000 
Sng la) 2p ee ie tia oaks Seats : ; 9, 852 
Pete (ccna ce. ‘ Se al 7 5 Sere - 2,800 
CSO (U) a I A ee os Sdciciaccan diana aah dil sae 
BUSHIPS (F) Ss Ne Beata eas eaten 288 
DISDOREL, CRCCRS ERIC. cc. oe wane Sa a 7, 800 
PI lei seste caine cena aided ean encanta ae eaiealie tales tae er teacrasd chiad tie Ceodaciniciaiae 313, 452 
Explanation of proposed storage space in net square feet 
Present Proposed Proposed 
: assignable assignable reduction . 
Bureau net usable net square net square Remarks 
square feet feet feet 
| 
PSSO (M) dry 72, 164 24, 000 48, 164 Peak nsage approximately 30,000 1 
square feet. 
PSSO (M) fresh 12, 223 9, 852 2,371 | Reefer space must be provided at 
fleet Janding 
BUSANDA (B)_.- 42,812 31, 209 11,612 | Restowing under cover ana removal 
| of a portion to outside stowngs 
CSO (T) 9° 660 14, 400 &, 260 Reduction by popularity restowag 
BUSHIPS (f ‘ 288 288 | No change, 
GS8O (G 273, 966 233, 812 40,254 | Anticipate removal by GSSO of 
dead items 
BUAER (V)_..-. 300 | 0 300 | No material ever received for storage 
NSY Portsmouth (A S80) 6 sso | Cornizant bureau has not requested 
cancellation. 


FSO (W) 107, 338 0 | 107,338 | Plan for outside shed stowage, and 
| | redistribution of empty drunis. 
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‘ -o ‘ ° y “oo fe 
Storage space, 22d St. area: Square feet 


Gross square feet (total covered)’ . a silo 717, 726 
Gross square feet available for storage s cathe $89, 586 
Net square feet available for storage ae 242, 988 
Net square feet occupied by stores material a 205, 135 
Net square feet of storage space vacant 37, 853 
Gross square feet assigned to office space 74, S44 
Gross square feet of transit space (Traffic Branch) ‘ + 106, 779 
Gross square feet (Butler buildings) Public Works Otfice shops 18, OO) 
Storage space, Torrance area: 
Gross square feet (covered)? ; , OS1, 447 
Gross square feet available for storage ; 532, 912 
Net square feet available for storage ues _._—- oo, 525 
Net square feet occupied by stores material +m 239, 365 
Net square feet of storage space vacant 151, 160 
Gross square feet assigned to office space : = 6, 465 
Gross square feet assigned transit space (Traffic Branch) —- _.. 42,967 


1Of this total area 48,000 square feet consists of Butler buildings which would be 
relocated to the Torrance area to provide needed space. 

2To this total can be added 48,9000 gross square feet of Butler buildings, now located in 
the 22d Street area, by their relocation to this area. 

Of this net area 86,364 square feet ane oceupied by fuel drums. 


Comparison of costs to relocate naval supply depot, San Pedro 


A. Transfer functions to Long Beach Naval Shipyard: 


1. Cost of providing office ‘space, building 54 : . $158, 000 
B. Establish NSD San Pedro at Torrance storage area : 
1.: Cost of providing ofiice space, buildings 27, 32. 5, and 9 7, 000 
2. Cost of ‘providing sprinkler system, buildings 27 and 32 11, 000 
Total ‘ 86, 000 


C. Difference in costs: 


Shipyard costs 158, 000 
Torrance costs ‘ 5 R65, OOO 
Pavers. ON fa : 72. 000 


NOTES ON OFFICE SPACE Cost ESTIMATES 


1. Total space required is 37,500 square feet. 
2. Estimate based on $2 per square foot, includes partitioning, flooring, ceil- 
Ings, windows installation, installation of lighting, heating, and office machinery. 
NotTe.—This plan requires the erection of 8 Butler buildings at Torrance, 
at a cost of $80,000. 
However, the use of building 53 at shipyard would require the erection of 
4 Butlers at Torrance ($40,000), and additional Butlers at shipyard. 


Comparative costs of relocating Butler buildings’ 


Costs: 


Dismantle 1 Butler building eas : es AG = Pe $2,000 
Move and erect on concrete slab 1 Butler building_ se ; _ 10, 000 

A. Total cost to move and erect 4 Butler buildinys at Torrance (1 for fork- 
lift storage, 3 for preservation and box shop) _____—-—__ _.. 40, 000 


B. Total cost to move and erect 8 Butler buildings at Torrance (4 for dis- 
posal and salvage, 1 for forklift storage, 3 for preservation and box 
DD ra aa ge fe ines esac cali niin meniat Oy UO 
| Dismantling cost must be borne under either plan. 


2 Use of building 53, shipyard, would require erection of additional Butler buildings to 
replace lost space. 











48 MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES 


Telephone-installation expense comparison—naval supply depot, Torrance 


Install 1 additional position board Deke : ‘ () $250 (?) $600 
Install) additional stations, at $4 M4 336 104 416 
Install additional trunks, at $10 15 | 150 | 7 70 
adh sey = nS Fe ae ae | 2s . 736 |. 1, 186 
Time required. --____- : : pest aera isd 1 to 3 months 9 to 10 months 


! Manual, 


2 Automatic multiple. 


A contract must be signed at the shipyard which guarantees that the United 
States Navy will pay a 5-year pro rata share of installation for the automatic 
equipment added which amounts to about $3,000 for each year the equipment is 
removed prior to 5 years. 


FActLitics REQUIRED AT OTHER THAN TORRANCE STORAGE AREA 


ADDITIONAL FACILITIES REQUIRED IN ANY EVENT 


A. Relocate household goods section to naval station, Long Beach (17 em- 
ployees). Estimated cost: $5,000. 

B. Establish fleet service facilities, approximately 20,000 square feet transit 
space required, 2,000 square feet refrigerated space, and a fleet stores landing 
built. Facilities should be located at the knee of the mole; + butler huts 60 by 120 
will have to be procured and erected. The cold-storage space could be built at a 
cost of approximately $15,000. There is no estimate on the initial cost of butler 
huts but transportation and erection costs are estimated at $10,000 each. 

(1) Immediate facilities may be aviilable in the naval shipyard utilizing 
warehouse A tor transit space, cold-storage space at the commissary naval 
station, Long Beach, and the naval shipyard stub pier. Estimated cost. No 
estimate. 


FACILITIES REQUIRED IF NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT, TORRANCE, IS ESTABLISHED 


A. Retail store to be located at the naval station, Terminal Island, presumably 
in building 7 (garage) which is now available. This facility would accommo- 
date approximately 10,000 fast moving items in depth sufficient to support 
normal fleet requirements. It is estimated that there will be no additional 
personnel or material costs for the establishment of this store. 


(ee 


FLEET STORES LANDING (187 SMALL Boats) 
Average monthly tonnage figures for January, February, March 1955 


1,645 measurement tons of stock (includes 339 measurement tons dry pro- 
sions). 
(includes 928 measurement tons fresh pro- 
. sions). 
(includes 144 measurement tons chill provi- 
sions). 
319 measurement tons of transshipment. 





PRESENT AND PROPOSED PERSONNEL BILLET 


Pretent- Oilicee’ Comment e253 Sn oe ee aetedci eek. ese 17 
Ih ash Ah en Sateen chin ge eh Da ccik Dac ace get es cea aeel ab eaieooens ‘ 

Commanding officer 

Executive officer 

Planning officer 

Control officer 

Material officer 

Fuel officer 

Fiseal officer 

Fleet service officer 

Public Works officer 


EPRINTS ig wc cs 8 
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] SECURITY POLICE REQUIREMENTS 

; (Based on formula and criteria in OPNAV INST 5500.15 for organization of civilian guard forces 

1 —— = 
i If control is at 


Naval shipyard NSD Torrance 


Torrance . . . on 
] orrat Fuel lorrance Fuel Torrance 
only 


Post and patrols (hours) - - ; 756 276 756 276 756 276 
Supervision (hours) - 168 Qa 168 168 

Total hours per week. 924 | 276 1, 300 1, 300 
Men required - = 26. 7 11.3 38 38 
Chief. . : Ss l 

Subtotal : 27.7 11.3 38 39 

Total-_ 39 | 

| 


FIRE PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS 


If control is at 


Naval shipyard NSD Torrance 
Fuel — 
Fuel Torrance Fuel Torrance 
Chief 1 l 
Assistant chief 2 2 
Captains 2 2 2 2 
Driver-operator 2 2 2 2 2 
Fire fighters-. , 8 3 s 3 9 
Subtotal 7 12 7 13 

0 | i 13 219 2 20 

| Indicate intermittent supervision will be needed from the naval shipyard, a minimum of three 20-mile 


round trips per day requiring more than 3 hours per 24-hour day 
2 It would be necessary to add 2 drivers and 2 fire fighters at Fuel under either system if a fire truck is to 
stand by Fuel wharf during fueling. 


Homoja housing: The fire conipany at Fuel has been called on alarms to naval 
station’s Homoja housing 10 times in the last year. 


Total alarms answered by all 3 companies last year is 21. 
FURNISHING OF PUBLIC WORKS SERVICES BY LONG BEACH NAVAL STATION 


1. The proposed complement of 30 in Maintenance Division, 64 in Transporta- 
tion, and 7 in Administration (total, 101) will be the minimum required under 
operation of Torrance as depot command, including the Fuel area as an annex. 

2. Savings if public works furnished by naval station: None. 

Fiye in administration could be eliminated, but savings would be offset by 
travel required of supervisors and working parties between naval station and 
Torrance. 

TRAFFIC 


A vyeduction of 35 employees. ‘This reduction is possible since 
(I) There will be no movement of material over Navy docks and com- 
mercial services will be utilized. 
(II) The consolidation of traffic functions presently operated at both the 
22d Street area and the Torrance storage area. 

The complement of the traffic branch could be further reduced if the consoli- 
dation at NSY were effected. Since the shipyard does not desire to act as a 
consolidation point for Navy cargo the receiving and shipping sections would be 
merged at the naval shipyard. The estimated additional reduction is six 
employees. 
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INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS DEPARTMENT 


A reduction of three employees. Standards set forth by OIR suggest 1 indus- 
trial relations employee per 103 employees. This is not a firm figure, however, 
and inspections of the depot IRD have not resulted in adverse comments. Eight 
employees will be required to adequately perform the funetions of training, 
safety, and personnel administration. 

The number of additional employees in the IRD of the naval shipyard to 
handle absorbed NSD SPEDRO complement is not known. 


LALOR AND EQUIPMENT 


A reduction of 88 employees. This large reduction is possible for the following 
reasons : 
(a@) Less office and heads to be maintained. 
(b) Less unloading of rail cars since cement will be handled by commer- 
cial stevedores, presumably at shipside. 
(c). Equipment requirements have been cut by 50 percent through con- 
solidation 
The complement of the I. and E. branch could be further reduced if the con- 
solidation were effected since the shipyard does not intend to act as a consoli- 
dation point for Navy cargo. The estimated additional reduction is five 
employees. 
MeEpICAL DEPARTMENT 


The only reduction possible in the Medical Department are the services of two 
enlisted hospitalmen. The civilian complement consisting of 1 doctor, 1 nurse, 
and 1 exterminator will be required at the NSD Torrance. 

In the event of consolidation with the naval shipyard the services of the 
civilian Medical Department employees could be absorbed by the present shipyard 
medical department. 


Naval supply depot, San Pedro: Recapitulation of civilian personnel allowance 
incident to establishment of naval supply depot, Torrance 


| { 
IVB Non-IVB;| Total 


Total current civilian personnel allowance at the naval supply depot, San 


Pedro 406 454 860 
Less requirements by the naval supply depot, Torrance, Calif., including 

fuelantiex., (See separate page jor breakdown.) 345 315 660 

Estimated savings 61 139 2) 


Supnly functions: 
Current civilian personnel allowance at the naval supply depot, San 


Pedro ; 22% 280 503 
Less requirements of the naval supply depot, Torrance, Calif 200 177 377 
Savings from supply fumetions 23 103 126 


Other functions: 
Current civilian personnel allowance at the naval supply depot, San 


Pedro ann 183 174 357 
Less requirements of the naval] supply depot, Torrance, Calif., (See 

separate page for breakdown.) . 5 145 138 283 

Estimated savings from other than supply functions 38 36 74 


Recapitulation estimated civilian allowance savings: 
From supply functions 126 
From other functions - - 29 . 74 


Total estimated savings - 200 
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Naval fuel depot, San Pedro 


Civilian personne] 


allowance required 
to operate fuel di- 
vision NSD San 
Pedro 


Civilian personnel 
allowance required 
to operate naval 
fuel depot, San 
Pedro 


Additional personnel 
required for sepa- 
rate command 


. Non- | m Non- Non ‘ 
IVB IVB Total, IVB IVB Total IVB IVB Total 
Material Division ! 2 13 45 13 43 2 9 
Security (OPNAV INST 5500.15 26 26 8 oR 2 9 
Fire 6 6 > 13 > 
Control Division (estimate)? 3 } 5 2 2 
Public works (estimate)? $! | 10 10 ) 5 
Administration planning (estimate) 
industrial relations 2 3 5 5 1 
Potal 1'y 4744 RS 51 53 iv4 10 51s It 


1 The 2 IVB employees are performing certain contro] and administrative functions at t 


he fuel annex 
} 


which will be absorbed in the increased complement of the Control and A:lministrative Divisions of the 
naval fuel depot as a separate command. 


2 These estimates are based on total man-hours utilized in support of the present Fuel 


San Pedro. 


I 


Division of NSD 


Naval supply depot, San Pedro: Supply operations 


NSD Torrance pro- 


Present complethent posed complement vavine 
, Non | mn, Non- |, : Non- = 
IVB IVB Potal IVB IVB Total IVB IVB Total 
Planning 13 13 il 1] 2 2 
Administrative 2 2 2 2 
Control Division: 
Issue control]. -- 5 aie 16 lf 15 15 1 l 
Stock control 52 52 $5 45 7 7 
Receipt control 30 30 27 27 3 3 
Procurement 34 34 31 31 3 3 
Materia] Division: 
Traftie 4s 106 154 i 7b 119 ) 30 35 
Storage 20 107 27 0) 74 94 3: 33 
Labor and equipment I 62 63 l 24 25 38 38 
Inventory Division 7 5 12 5 3 8 2 2 4 
Total ee 223 280 503 200 177 377 23 103 126 
Naval supply depot, San Pedro: Other than supply functions 
NSD San Pedro NSD Torrance pro- Savings 
present complement posed complement = 
IN IN 4 : 
, NoOn- r . , on- mr ~ on . 
IVB IVB otal | IVB IVB Total | IVB IVB Tot 
Fuel Division 2 43 15 2 43 45 | 
Public works 9 130 139 7 94 101 2 36 38 
Fiscal. | 683 53 | 47 47 6 ti 
Security-fire 89 89} 63 63 26 26 
Administrati ve-medical-industrial | | 
relations prea 30 1 31 26 27 ' ' 
183 174 357 145 138 283 38 36 74 


Total- | 
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Planning and administration: IVB 
SHOT Vel 6... eekeindald ok 1 
Methods examiner_______--___ 1 
Clerk-stenographer_______---- a 
CB hel et te 1 
Telephone operator/clerk____- “2 

Nass bie acacia bck es 5 

Control Division: 

supervisor... a1. scnisicegleeamied fe 
POR MII is MME Ue ic thie cb tii 2 

Fiscal account clerk._._._____ 1 
RI is ind aiteetrcsntenmieccns 1 
i PU Se, eee 5 

Police Branch: 

DORR VIIOTE ois 7 
a sounds, RE 
ete Bic ee ae 28 

Fire Branch: 

POCO T VINO isin cic ccsinieaieeperdtn. 3 
DAver Operatoriniciccce ks. 2 
PivotenGers «2.0 cee c cece Ss 

Re ini cac abide che censs 13 


Note.—If fuel functions remain 
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Independent fuel depot: Personnel requirements 


Maintenance Division: 


Non-IVB 





Leadingman (PW).--~----__- 1 
= SE Se 1 
Carpentér-painter__..----_..__ 1 
Electrician-linéman___________ 2 
Automotive equipment opera- 
a i 2 
RRM <5 eee 
; ceed 
a ee Rk ee ee 10 
Material Division: 
I as th sii wa sca icant: 1 
Qyawermets obs oo ee nc 1 
Leecmaemear aot a 
Liquid fuels gager___-__-____ 17 
Liquid fuels pump operator—__ 7 
Liquid fuels wharfman___-._- 9 
Liquid fuels, dispatcher______-_ 5 
Sc rciav pas Riccar cccamcarakanee +43 
Total complement : 
ee ee 5 
Non-IVb Personnel______--__- 53 
ON ai a esac aa 104 


force of 43 non-1Vb and 2 IVb (45 total) required. 


1 Present force. 


Independent fuel depot: 


Security police (requirements based 
on OPNAV INSTR 5500.15) : 











Security requirements 


Personnel: 


Supervision (part time in- 


a part of the depot, located at Torrancé, the present 


Posts and patrols (hours)---_ 756 CRIN Fastest ss haere 7 
Supervision (hours) ~---~--~-- 168 GGRTUS oc. eececicntbann che 21 
Total hours per week__----- 924 TREE inet a sn coomae aaa aa 2§ 
. Fire protection : 
IT ae ik Mate a bina te Ge 
PONE CIEE eric icine 2 
Driver-Operator dn. Dy, 2 
I a hres 8 
a ite as cmtchonanteesteleicn 13 
Posts and patrols (24-hour posts, 7 days per week). 
Tank farm and facilities: 480 acres. 
Watch tower. 
Fuel berths 37, 38, and 39. 
Motor patrols—perimeter surveillance and area controls. 
IV. Fue, Deror: SEPARATE COMMAND 
Total personnel required all services 
AGS tt 96 G0 DIRE soi. wii cicenccindncaccmegindmimumanmniges 5 
Ry ii aia ccna lcs en sees ecco 5 
I CI oii cine catibwanadcmanuenwane iain itaeiischepaa cata ah a 28 
ics os bias esha eciinibd diosa ls ica ca haba ae cnc aoa anata 13 
PRIN tic ices ears msn nincagpaniauies Shia ba db tages aaa ec ee ales cia ca ean ae 10 
A COIR B17 Ossie cdi eke cewek diwnteanonnnenensanse 43 
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Facts CONCERNING THE OPERATION OF THE FUEL DEPOT 


1. The only yardstick for measuring petroleum is in barrels (input or output). 
Petroleum cannot accurately be measured in terms of line items. 
2. Justification for three stock-control employees: 
(a) Gagers turn over daily inventory of each product in 44 tanks and all pipe- 
lines netted to 60° F. to the stock-control clerk. 
(b) Gagers turn over all gains for receipts and issues by pipeline, tanker, or 
YO netted to 60° F. to the stock-control clerk. 
(c) The stock-control clerk posts daily each receipt and issue including entries 
for gain or loss of pipeline movement. 
(ad) Stock-control personnel prepare the following reports : 
(1) Weekly itiventory report each product by dispatch to FSO WASHDC, 
(2) Weekly inventory report of Air Force JP-4 jet fuel to Cheli Air Force 
Base. 
(3). Bi-weekly petroleum report on contract liftings to FSO WASHDC. 
(4) Monthly recap of Air Force JP-4 jet fuel inventory to Cheli Air Force 
Base. 
(5) Monthly balance sheet to Cheli Air Force Base, exchange of 115/145 
aviation gasoline between Air Force and Navy in accordance with the 
Joint POL Agreement Air Force/Navy in the Los Angeles area. 
(6) Monthly “Liquid Fuel Report S&A 312” to FSO WASHDC. 
(7) Monthly reports of cargo shipments by Navy and MSTS vessels to 
COMWESTSEAFRON San Francisco. 
(8) Quarterly traffic report over Berths 38 and 39 to the Los Angeles Harbor 
Department. 
(9) Semi-annual “Petroleum Tankage Report (DD-701)” to FSO WASHDC. 
3. Justification for 43 fuel personnel in the Material Division : 


Bulk fuel handling personnel 


DC ot ss ccc ec a tts Th GR aig eae hae seaatea 17 
GPR iii soc cctelcelons 1 | Wharfmen____-__-- 5 cece aga { 
ici io is a ceittctncmanions 3 —_———— 
Dismiienetie coe ee 5 5 PRN hao ceca oe S 43 
PR eis iene cece 7 


No. increase in complement since the aviation-gasoline and jet-fuel systems 
were added to the Fuel Division in March 1954. The above personnel provide the 
manpower to operate all phases of bulk-fuel operations—the gathering pipelines 
connected to industry ; the storage tanks; the pumps and piping system; the fuel- 
ing wharves (2) ; the ballast; receiving and disposal plant. 

All bulk-fuel facilities are maintained on a 24-hour, 7-day-per-week schedule. 


V. Pornts OF INTEREST FOR THE FUEL DIVISION, NSD SAN PEDRO, JANUARY 1 TO 
JUNE 30, 1955 


Total output in 


> . Total number Total capacity barrels on con- 
Product of tanks (barrels) tract, Jan. 1 to 
June 30, 1955 

Navy special g 20 1, 000, 000 3, 200, 000 
Fuel oil, No. 6 Qa 915, 000 
Diesel : ‘ 8 275, 000 400, 000 
Motor gas (3 100, 000 
115/145 aviation gas 11 660, GOO 1, 745, 000 
91/96 aviation gas 1 78, 000 (2 
JP-3 jet fuel , () 150, 000 
JP-5 jet fuel_. _- ; . ‘ 1 78, 000 350, 000 
JP-4 jet fuel__-_- : eee 3 165, 000 


Administer contract only; no NSD San Pedro storage. 
Presently depleting stock. FSO Washington, D. C., plans to convert to JP-3, 


1 
2 


Since March 1954, 2,497,695 barrels have been handled by NSD San Pedro for 
the Air Force NSD San Pedro Division is the only fuel depot that ties in with 
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refineries by pipeline. The following major refineries in the Los Angeles area 
tie into the NSD San Pedro tank farm: 
Standard Oil Co. 
General Petroleum Corp. 
Union Oil Co. 


Shell Oil Co. 
The Texas Co. 
Richfield Oil Corp. 


Fuel depot comparison data: Total personnel NFSD Point Molate versus fuel 
division, San Pedro 


| 
| Tra . ~ . 2 
| NFSD Point Fuel division 
| Molate | NSD San Pedro 
ene = ee - — — sqeeengeagrenpeneinG I- SEE 
Planning and administrative : ; 14 | 5 
Security (guards) ‘ al 27 | 28 
Fire protection — ‘ . _ nae 13 | 13 
Maintenance 83 | 10 
Control division 11 | 5 
Materials handling (bulk fuel only) 29 43 
Drum fuel 3 | 
“torage (package products) | 8 
meet | a 
Total : : 188 104 
' 


Tentative list of shop equipment for use at fuel storage area in event fuel storage 
area is separate command 


puinp, centrigufal 
harrow, disk 


belt sander 
saw filing machine 


lathe, engine 
threading machine 
drill press 

grinder 

hack saw (power) 
are welder 

sewer cleaner (power) 


band saw 

key machine 

saw (Dewalt) 
surveyor’s level 
surveyor’s transit 
welder (bandsaw) 
stencil machine 


Fam fake ek fehl fe fk ed 


power (threader) 
generator 


aluminum scaffold 


mc fh feck heh fase fh fh fh bel fh feel 


Tentative allowance list transportation equipment, United States naval fuel 
facility, San Pedro, Calif. 


AUTOMOTIVE 


| 


Code Description | Capacity | Units 
sa ioc i . 
105 | Sedan, light | 5-passenger : 2 
311 Carryall 4-ton l 
313 | Truck, pickup do__. 10 
525 | Truck, stake 2'-ton l 
602 | Truck, dump 5-ton j 1 


CONSTRUCTION, FIRE FIGHTING, RAILROAD, UTILITY, AND WEIGHT HANDLING 


2432 | Mixer, cement 
3150 | Compressor, air 
4250 | Crane, crawler ! 
4420 | Grader, road 
4530 | Loader, front end 35 drawbar horsepower 
4630 | Roller, road 8- to 12-ton 

4850 | Tractor, crawler, dozer D-8 

4870 | Tractor, industrial 18 drawbar horse power-. 
7110 | Truck, fire, crash 60 gallons per minute 
7330 | Truck, fire, pumper 1,000 gallons per minute | 


| 7-cubie foot ; 
315-cubic foot | 
| 35-ton 
12-foot 


Ne et et et et ee 


1 Used at boat pool. 


Nortre.—Above equipment will be stationed at fuel depot, but be in fact part of naval station pool, and 


will be subject to use at other naval station activities when not required at fuel depot. 


~ sino 





$ 
3 
; 











wR eee ee ee 


d 


PS i ie ai Richi eat en tt Saat ll ie 


wa Dal te ah ct 


Peat ts th seh 


panes 


MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES oe 


DUPLICATION OF COGNIZANCE G MATERIAL AT NAVAL SupPPLY Depot AND SHIPYARD 


1. Objective-—Reduce duplication of cognizance G stocks to a practicable 
minimum. 

2. Definitions.— 

(a) Common active items: There are 7,866 items common to both activities and 
with an active demand based on a 6-month period (by GSSO tabulation). 

(b) Common inactive items: There are an undetermined number of items 
common to both activities which have a relatively inactive demand. 

3. Cross Support.—NSD support shipyard in common inactive items. Shipyard 
tu carry such items only in shop stores. 

4. Duplication remaining.—Duplication of stock would be confined to 7,866 
items, plus an estimated 1,000 items in the GA fraction. 


DUPLICATION OF COGNIZANCE G MATERIAL AT NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT AND SHIPYARD 


1. Objective:—Eliminate duplication of cognizance G stucks. 

2. Definitions.— 

(@) Common active items: There are 7,866 items common to both activities and 
with an active demand based on a 6-month period (by GSSO tabulation). 

(bo) Common inactive items: There are an undetermined number of items 
common to both activities which have a relatively inactive demand. 

(c) Common active bulky: A small number of items (200-400) in the active 
category at both activities represent a large percentage volumewise of material 
stocked. 

(d@) Auxiliary store: As described in paragraph 26100 Pureau of Supplies and 
Aecounts Manual with stock in regular classes and issues post posted. 

(e) Duplication: When same item is stocked at both activities unless stock at 
one activity is confined to an auxiliary store or shop store. 

3. Assumptions.—(a@) Stocks at naval supply depot operated auxiliary store 
on Terminal Island to consist of common active items plus items active at naval 
supply depot only. All: requisitions (both fleet and satellite) to be processed 
through auxiliary store. 

4. Cross support.— 

(a) Naval supply depot support shipyard in common inactive items. Shipyard 
to carry such items only in shop stores. 

(b) Naval supply depot support shipyard in 200-400 common active bulky 
items. Shipyard to carry these items only in shop stores. 

(c) Shipyard support naval supply depot auxiliary store in common active 
items (less 200-400 common bulky items). Naval supply depot to carry these 
items only at auxiliary store. 

(d@) Movement of material into the auxiliary store to be minimized by filling 
requisitions for items in large quantities direct from backup stock, either naval 
supply depot stock at Torrance or shipyard stock. Additional paperwork would 
be involved when requisition contains one item issued at the auxiliary store or 
at the Torrance storage area and another item issued from shipyard supply 
department stocks. 

4. Hvaluation.— 

(a) Elimination all duplication except an estimated 1,000 items in GA fraction. 

(b) Extensive cross-support makes the two activities mutually dependent to 
an unprecedented and undesirable degree. 

(¢) Increases paperwork on some issues of material (see 4 (d) above). 


DUPLICATION OF COGNIZANCE G MATERIAL AT NAvAL Suppty Depor AND AT 
SHIPYARD 


1. Objective.—Eliminate duplication of G stocks. 

2. Definition —(a) Common items: There are 7,866 items common to both 
activities. These show from little or no, to extensive activity over a 6-month 
period (GSSO tabulation). 

3. Assumptions. 

(a) There are 38 common classes. 

(b) Six-thousand-plus items are concentrated in Classes: 3,110 bearings; 438 
bolts, nuts, and screws; 41 hand tools; 42 hardware; 33 gaskets, hose packing, 
ete. : 45 pipe fittings, ete.; 17 electrical equipment. 

(¢) On all the common items there is one-fourth to one-third activity at the 
shipyard compared to one-half to three-fifths at San Pedro except possibly 
class 43. 
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(d) There are a few hundred items only where the shipyard has extensive 
action. 

(e) There are 200-400 common bulk items. 

(f) Greater activity is shown at San Pedro on classes 3110, 45, 41, 42, 33, 45, 
and 17, except ee “43,” 

(g) Of the classes other than 3110, 48, 41, ete., the shipyard does no extensive 
business except on a few singular items. 

4. Suggested support.— 

(a@) Torrance assume full supply support for shipyard on all classes in the 
other than.3110, 48, 41, etc., category. 

(1): Since there is relative inactivity in all but a few items at the ship- 
yard, Torrance could assume responsibility without appreciable increase in 
workload, thereby eliminating duplication in 31 of the 38 classes. 

(b) Torrance assume primary support for all class 3110, 48, 41, 42, 33, 45, and 
17 common material (except those few that show no activity at San Pedro, which 
would be trunsferred in toto to the shipyard if the shipyard shows appreciable 
activity). 

With the addition of 1 or 2 extra persons an auxiliary store on the island 
(preferably as part of & retail issue store) could offer greater efficiency in 
supply over the counter support to shipyard stores, than the present bulk- 
stock system. The items in these classes are small and easily binable. 
Handling in this manner would offer no greater workload to the depot as 
a whole for the auxiliary store would be replenished in bulk at regular 
intervals. 

GSSO material 


Fiems in g00@6s 2 oo a te es Gs as ee de eds) OR POT 
GT to be deleted 7,200—4,900 estimated at naval supply depot, San Pedro_ 


Subtotal____-— baie mal Se Se eM std ete Bae 8S 


Items excessed, depot only_ dh ie cee Nahe lid ek ctr aca ida tateendll i BO 
Estimated total items excessed to be removed____--__----__-__-______-._ 10, 000 
Active at naval supply depot, San Pedro; only—.......~-~.#--~.... i. 6, 344 


Items common, naval supply depot, San Pedro, shipyard, Long Beach. _ 7, 866 
Total space requirement GSSO, 160,000 square feet (not all cov- 
MI ic areata ahd kg sl Deans eh Send Dan cs oe cee EE, 
1 Estimated 3,000 duplication. 


RESTORATION Costs FoR HArsor DEPARTMENT 


During recent discussions with representatives of the Los Angeles Harbor 
Department, they have estimated that it will cost in excess of $500,000 to restore 
the present leases to their original condition. 

Among the items which must be restored are: Remove present office spaces 
constructed within berth 57; restore water, sewer, and power facilities to their 
original condition; remove structure within Building No. 103; remove windows 
and replace sheet steel on sides of Municipal Warehouse No. 2 (B-17); remove 
Navy ee on other open ureas. 

When the Navy acquired the present facilities they changed all the utility 
lines to provide one source, and the harbor department will require these lines 
to be restored to individual facilities. 

When the present Building No. 103 was constructed all access to berths 70 and 
71 was closed and, by taking over the Richfield Oil Co. lease, the Navy accepted 
responsibility for restoration. 
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MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES 


NAVAL SuppLty Depot, SAN PEDRO, CALIF. 


Comparative costs of operating naval supply depot cargo-hauling equipment 
versus commercial rental and Long Beach Naval Shipyard support (based 
on 1 year’s operation, 8 hours per day 


[30 trucks, 5 ton and over ; 28 low-bed trailers ; 10 medium trucks] 


CHET OCI oe eee nee ee ae $596, 769. 64 
Long’ Beith Naval Siipyard cost *_.......__=_-________--..-. 637, 858, 56 
Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, cost *_...._...-_-____.__-__-_--_ 235, 359. 36 


1 Based on survey made in preparation of the Hardin committee maintenance facilities 
report. 

P Based on current hourly rates quoted in Long Beach Naval Shipyard Administrative 
Manual for military support service to the Navy (less 20 percent for expected idle time of 
equipment). 

3 Based on maintenance, material, gas, oil, and overhead costs as reported to Hardin 
committee with usage (depreciation) and drivers’ pay added. 


LOCAL DELIVERY VIA TRUCK (676 TRUCK DELIVERIES) NAVY 


Average of 700 truck deliveries per month to ships and activities at naval 
station—approximately 100 monthly average full truckloads out of berth 57; 
600 trucks deliveries per month out of Torrance. 


Average monthly tonnage figures for January, February, and March 1955 


5,098 measurement tons of stock (includes 815 measurement tons dry pro- 
visions) ; 
(includes 1,458 measurement tons fresh 
frozen) ; 
(includes 333 measurement tons bakery and 
dairy). 
611 measurement tons ‘of transshipment. 


5,709 (total). 


Included in above for Long Beach Naval Shipyard: 149 measurement tons 
stock ; 196 measurement tons T/S. 


AREA COORDINATOR FOR NAVY SEA CARGO 


Purpose.—Serves as area coordinator for Navy sea cargo for Los Angeles, 
Long Beach, and Port Hueneme Harbor area, centralizing booking of all Navy 
waterborne cargo providing areawide control of movement. 

Responsibilities —Maintain liaison between Navy activities and commercial 
contractors shipping through the area and MSTS all fleet movements. Booking 
with MS'T’S and/or obtaining space from fleet command all cargo generated by 
tidewater activities and all transhipment cargo routed through the area. 

(Norr.—As Area Coordinator for Marine Corps Sea Cargo, we handle cargo 
accompanying transient and organized units upon deployment overseas as well 
as Marine Corps supplies. ) 


TRANSSHIPMENT FUNCTIONS 


Acts as a consolidating, distributing, and transshipment point in the Navy 
consolidation program on less-than-carload-lot shipments encompassing in such 
consolidation movements in and out by water to and from intercoastal, coastwise, 
and overseas points. 


Monthly average, 3-month period 


Measurement tons moved over commercial docks outbound (including 600 
INAS: “os os:ccitssdscn msc asta alia i i nee 
Measurement tons moved over Navy dock outbound (including 140 
I a i Ns sap lemsg tae Wear aceite harap pica Neca 3, 030 
Average 40 carloads per month cement outbound over Navy docks NOY ¢on- 
tract: $2,000 short tons. 
$2,500 additional cost per 40 carload (2,000 short tons) over Los Angeles or 
Long Beach Harbor commercial dock. 


(Nore.—Shipyard does not desire to handle this transshipment function. ) 





DS MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES 


NSD Torrance could maintain transshipment space in Torrance and also co- 
ordinate loadings over commercia) docks. 

Material handled includes household effects. 

In addition to Navy and Marine Corps facilities, transshipment material orig- 
inates through BAR’s and INM’s at contractor’s plants such as Lockheed Air- 
craft Co. at Burbank, Douglas Aircraft, El Segundo, the several breweries ship- 
ping beer and hundreds of other contractors in the Los Angeles area. Oontracts 
specify that material will be forwarded by specific dates and the contractors 
have insufficient space for holding the material the 2 to 3 weeks necessary for 
MSTS clearance. Shipment could be made overland on the intercoastal freight. 
However, a year ago a cost Comparison showed that on a load of 28 ears of 
pipe a savings of at least $12,000 was realized through water movement. Over- 
seas material could be forwarded via NSC Oakland, However, on shipments of 
beer alone, which now move through Los Angeles Harbor, an additiona] cost of 
$132 per carload would be incurred. An important factor too is. that we are 
performing overpacking and preserVation on material received for dverseas ship- 
ment. For example, shipments of extractors from Crozier Machine Tool had to 
be completely preserved prior to reshipment, 

In connection with the beer shipments the savings resulting from shipment 
through this depot in lieu of Oakland amounted to $21,074 during the last 10 
months, 


MISSION CHANGES IF DEPOT RELOCATED TO TORRANCE 


The present mission of NSD San Pedro includes providing marine terminal 
services to other Government activities on a reimbursement of cost or cross- 
service basis. 

The above services are currently extended on a regular basis to the Air Force 
(Norton Air Force Base) and occasionally to the Army. By agreement with the 
Air Force, the depot handles shipments over depot berths of stores destined for 
offshore Air Force stations; and furnishes transit storage facilities in berth 5s. 

If relocated to Torrance without waterfront facilities, the above function or 
services would be discontinued. 

OFFSHORE 


San Clemente, Santa Rose, Cross Service Air Force (average monthly, last 
3 months) 
Offshore : 


ec et ne 2°1 measurement tons 16 barges. 56 long tons 
Out_- _-. 1,189 measurement tons 36 barges. 244 long tons 


Air Force does not manifest any of this material—no weight or cube. Change 
to shipyard will force this material to be manifested or billed in some way. Work 
would have to be done by longshoreman and commercial crane: 3 times weekly 
outgoing, then 2 days incoming. Shipyard does not desire to perform this. 

Harbor charges dockage and wharfage: NSD could send riggers and enginemen 
to free docks with Navy mobile crane, dockage, and wharfage. 


BARGE 


Completely eliminate barge shipments or receipts except those excess size for 
truck or rail. 


Monthly average, 3 months 


75 percent barge receipts transshipments_______~ (total 608 measurement tons) 
SO percent barge shipment transshipments______. (total 716 measurement tons) 


If moved by truck transshipment could go to Torrance, or be coordinated to 
move directly over commercial docks. 


COM MERCIAL——TRUCK AND RAIL 


Shipping (average monthly measurement tons) 
Measurement lines 


Stock____ sleet liasnsecooinaaiin se : Sehacuntast ase testes ial east talents 1, 594 
OEROE SUDOLY  OTROUE on ic kiintemncmme sca leat op ateitak adelante bimammin uals a 90 
From INM, BAR, others- dete cei clatter ehioek tei da ahaa ce choral ce aiden 65 


Twenty-five percent stock is provisions out of Torrance. 
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uxctept provisions, this tonnage would normally go through NSY Packing and 
Shipping, Building 58. Difficult to absorb this at NSY (truckload approximately 
25 measurement tons). 

As NSD this would go through Torrance. 


Rail 
Union Pacific only line serving Terminal Island. 
Times during last conversion no rail service to island for week. 
Island can be cut off completely. 
One rail, Santa Fe, serving Torrance. 


FLEET SupreoRT 
INTANGIBLE FAOTORS NOT CAPABLE OF MEASUREMENT IN TERMS OF DOLLARS 


1. NSD is dedicated to one mission—‘“Service to the Fleet.’” The thinking of 
personnel at all levels of operation is geared to this one reason for being. 

2. The NSY-Long Beach is dedicated to one mission—support of the production 
shops of the shipyard. 

3. The team spirit and know-how in each activity represents years of training 
in a unique philosophy of operation. 

4. To attempt to measure in terms of dollars the loss of effectiveness when two 
teams with such differences in basic philosophy are integrated at every depart- 
ment, division, branch, section, and unit level is impossible but the problem is 
a very real one. 

5. If the two activities are combined every single individual from the shipyard 
commander down will be placed in the position of serving two masters—the 
Bureau of Ships and the fleet. Human effort at any level has limitations, time- 
wise if in no other area. There will never be a day when individuals will not 
be faced with a personal decision as to which demand takes precedence: one 
from BuShips and/or one from the fleet. Human nature being what it is, the 
Bureau which pays the salaries of these individuals and controls indirectly their 
efficiency ratings and fitness reports may well take precedence. 


BAKERY AND DAIRY SHOPS 


NSD SPEDRO procures under blanket purchase orders, bakery and dairy prod- 
ucts for delivery to vessels. Vendors make bulk deliveries to NSD. Breakdown 
and distribution to vessels of bulk deliveries are made by NSD. 

Proposed: That vessels procure bakery and dairy products direct from vendors. 

Effects: Hardship to vessel for following reasons: 


1. Vessel will have to certify and process dealers’ bills. 

2. Difficult to obtain stock from vendors when vessel is at anchor. If at 
sea the purchase may be canceled by vendor. Also most vendors and their 
delivery agencies do not work Saturdays. 

3. There must not be any uncertainty concerning receipt of these items. 

Hardship to vendors for following reasons: 

1. Will miss delivery when vessel is at anchor or sea. 

2. Payments of their bills will be delayed. 

3. Will ultimately increase prices due to increased delivery costs, extended 
credit period. 

SHIP STORE STOCK 


NSD SPEDRO procures approximately 3,500 items of ship-store stock monthly 
from vendprs. About 20 percent of these items are purchased under the imprest 
fund. 

Proposed: That vessels procure ship-store stock direct from vendors. 

Effects: Hardship to vessel for following reasons: 


1. Vessel will have to certify and process dealers’ bills. 

2. Vessel will not stock many noncontract items presently ordered through 
NSD SPEDRO. 

3. Difficult to obtain stock from vendors when vessel is at anchor. If at 
sea the purchase may be canceled by vendor. Also most vendors and their 
delivery agencies do not work Saturdays. 


68373—55———_5 
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Hardship to vendors for following. reasons: 
1. Will miss delivery when vessel is at anchor or sea. 
2. Payment of their bills will be delayed. 
3.. Will ultimately increase prices due to increased delivery costs, extended 
credit period. 


DATA REGARDING DIRECT DELIVERIES TO SHIPS 


Numerous dealers have been contacted as to their thoughts regarding a change 
in the present method of purchases, and they have without exception, stated 
that the present method employed by this depot has expedited the payment of 
their bills, whereas, when purchases are made on 48’s by the ships, that in the 
majority of cases, payment is held up at: least 120 days, and if the ship sails prior 
to certification of the bill, that this period is much longer. 

They also have commented on the expeditious service rendered by the spot 
cash purchase procedure, which has enabled them to provide many items at a 
lower cost than could be provided if they had to wait for payment through NRAO 
San Diego. 

Bakery and dairy products are now procured on blanket purchase orders, de- 
liveries are made in bulk to the depot and distribution made by the Delivery 
Seetion. This has enabled the contractors to provide faster service and expedites 
payment of their bills. They have stated if they are required to make deliveries 
direct to each individual ship, that the cost will be greater.) This is based on the 
previous experience of these firms in this type of delivery plus the possibility 
that if a ship is not at the exact location noted on the order, that the ship may 
not receive the items required. 


FSSN CONVERSION AND POPULARITY STORAGE 


The inherent problems in conversion to FSSN will be greatly magnified by the 
merger of the two activities and support to the fleet will be hindered in the 
same ratio. 

A. Storage layouts. 

B. Identification of material. 

C. At all points in the pipeline the time required for issues will be 
lengthened because personnel will be working with stock numbers and 
material totally foreign to their experience. 


MOBILIZATION 


1. Why is the San Pedro area a must in the event of mobilization? 


A. The Terminal Island area is greatly restricted by lack of land area; lack 
of accessibility by rail and truck transportation; and port congestion. It’s po- 
tential for mobilization is thus definitely limited. 

Even so, fleet support must be furnished from some area adjacent to the 
harbor because the Los Angeles Harbor is considered by experts to be one of the 
very finest in the entire world. Experience during World War II indicated 
clearly the problems of port congestion in the San Francisco, Puget Sound, San 
Diego area. No one of these ports can match the Los Angeles Harbor in easy 
accessibility to the sea. 

B. The great value of the area is in the fact that it is on the mainland and 
lies at the foot. of a vast industrial hinterland, thus affording a tremendous 
war potential, capable of drawing locally practically all the needs of the 
Navy. 

Cc. The area is at the terminus of three railroads: The Union Pacific, Santa 
Fe, and Southern Pacific. Rail deliveries are not dependent upon bridges which 
are currently subject to subsidence. 


II. How will the continued operation of the naval supply depot, Torrance, affect 
mobilization potential? 

A. The machinery—reflected in the know-how of trained personnel—will be 
available for immediate expansion on D-day. 

B. If Torrance operates as a supply annex of naval shipyard all personnel 
would be combined. 

C. In case of mobilization naval supply depot would require fast expansion to 
assume mobilization mission. 
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D. If personnel were combined, naval supply depot people would have to be 
separated from naval shipyard rolls and registers before operations could com- 
mence thus materially retarding mobilization. 

E. If naval supply depot stock records are combined at naval shipyard, the 
impact of mobilization would require thousands of'man-hours to separate naval 
supply depot records and stock from naval shipyard records and storage space. 

If naval supply depot continues at Torrance many operations ndw per- 
formed by present personnel for the operation of the fuel farm would continue. 
If the fuel farm becomes an independent depot, these functions (control, security, 
ete.) must be set up as an independent phase of the fuel depot which will ma- 
terially increase the personnel required at that activity. 

G. Expeditious channels must be available for management decisions on policy 
matters. Delays between the field activtiv and two bureaus, i. e., Bureau of 
Ships and Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, are not conducive to good nian- 
agement. 


EQUIPMENT 


If established at Torrance storage area the following equipment to be released 
for redistribution: 

Materials handling equipment: 121 pieces (present equipment population 218 
pieces). 

Automotive equipment: 10 trucks, 4 passenger vehicles, 1 ambulance, 1 bus. 

Construction: Nine pieces of construction equipment (cranes, etc.). 


Reduction in vehicles if naval supply depot, San Pedro, is moved to Torrance 






































Reduc- 
On hand tion 
Passenger vehicles: 
Bus, BOC, 39-passenger--. -..-....------- ewan bp ihlahaias a 1 | 1 
Sedan, light 5-passenger _. : : 5 SitmicSceesee aed 9 | 4 
Specialized vehicles: Ambulance, Metro...--.....-.--- ghia Gelade jmdaeisel 2 1 
Trucks: 
Truck, stake 214-ton__.____. ..__-- ee inekdmecnedtas 10 5 
Truck, dump 2%4-ton_.---..----- os sSeneeees 3 1 
Truck, pickup %-ton- debe <shhabagwews 37 4 
Construction, fire ee railroad, d, utility a and ren maa | 
Truck , fire _ - a dies aaa Ate etnies pat teeter mea nin ede ob ws | 5 | 1 
Truck, crane, INR Soe on cate caciee - fo Ric ise 3 | 1 
Cleaner, steam portable ..-------.------- ehibllelal Sa 6c apn sein adie ae i a 2 | 1 
Tractor, crawler, dozer. -...------- 2 1 
Welder, arc, portable - ined hs 3 | 2 
Trailer, weoewen ning ap enka 2 | 1 
Roller, road. ._- Rate 2 1 
Pump, centrifugal 2 1 
Naval supply depot, Torrance (including fuel) 
Office machines ia ‘i om 
| : Fuel Com- | Excess 
Present | A = x Current 
on hand | mand | Needs ~—— excess 
needs | present | 
noon rem e a | | | 
} | can oe 
i ak a ree tan 115 | 10 | 109 | 6 | 0 
CIN ses ns cd, bese 86 5 | 83 | 3 0 
Manual typewriters. ..............--...- ; 308 | 8 | 196 | 115 | 88 
Elecirie typewriters eae init 83 | 7 | 73 10 | 0 
a ee eo a auel 43 6 37 6 | 1 
Stencil machines..__.-..--.--------. ia 22 1 20 2 0 
Duplicating machines. _..-----. .---------- 7 1} 6 | 1 0 
| | 
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U.S. Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, Calif., material handling equipment, 
Apr. 15, 1955 


| | 























Present requirements before | Future requirements after 
moving to Torrance moving to Torrance 

Machine description Fuel Excess 

Machine} Emer- Operat- | Ie a agin ennelll kn 

avail- gency ing ing k 
able pool fleet | fleet | Under] Separate | 
NSD |command| 
Piaeted elandaxSueet iit: ae | ——_— Se — manana exeenesanscnee eee 

2,000-pound capacity Buda ia 2 | 0 2 | 2 | 0 
3 '000-pound capacity Hi Lo Clark cual 13 | 4 9 | 13 0 
4,000-pound capacity Lo Clark-....-- ¥ 4 5 0 9 
4,000-pound capacity Moto Lift... _- | 14 | 4 10 | 14 “| 0 
6,000-pound capacity Lo Clark-.___- | 22 | 8 | 14 0 22 
6,000-pound capacity Hi Clark. .-_._ || 8 | 5 8 0 8 
6,000-pound capacit v towmotors_____- 76 | 32 44 | 35 40 

15,000-pound capacity 210-inch lift | | "| 
hyster, pneumatic. ee a 6 | 1 5 | 4 1 1] 1 

14,000-pound capacity 210-inch lift | 
hyster, Ross..... eer ae J 1 | 0| 0 | --4 1 

12,000-pound capacity 210-inch lift 
hyster, Gerlinger | 2 2 0 0 | 2 
30,000-pound capacity straddle truck -_| 4 | 0} 4 | 25.5 — 2 
Industrial tractors 38 | 24 | 14 | 10 |... F 28 
3,000-pound capacity Clark (electric) -| 4 | 0 | 4 | 4 ceo 0 
‘Transporter (electric) -. - | 16 8} 8 | 8 | = 8 
6,000-pound capacity Clark (electric) -| 2 | 0 | 2 | 2 |- | = 0 
Total....-- sca 217 93 | 124 94 2 2 121 

Shop and plant account equipment which can be declared excess 

Unit 
Aniplihens. tae werte. ow Sa aaa ies lle aint ghlk ph aa 4 
Bending machine (brake 64-inch) = 2 wedi ceeds tnt dsb 1 
COMIIDGREI TE “DER rns Boa watts a ea boca chan Rss Be en Oe 
Intervcommunication (Die tograph) sets eet eles sare ihe ts a Phiaeliesal ah eich a 10 
Transcribing _ recaratie Dictograpns........ .. 4. see abel Z a 
Drill presses, 44-inch to 144-inch______- ; Oe ee 2 
Gangways, is 36 feet long, (2) 44 feet long____ cc sven oa aia i clei A ed 2 
Grinders (floor-stand type) —~-------~---- cea iS Siscae. 2 
INO io oct wasn ib ceo ree See eee ta eee ene ete ee 2 
Bench lathes__-__ Rae hes Saini eaeeee nein ce ams lata acl nto os 2 
DROPINGT 9G 4RCH RO oot ae ee ore nce rewich saa tecubuus eee Oe 
NT ee seer s3 ; ee tear ee erecta, 1 
Surface planer____-~- set ren Cad area a a ae ae see ences Silico Qace 1 
Pump (gasoline), service- ste ition type__- Cake ea ences bolic aiceed 1 
Centrifugal pump (Wisconsin 1-cylinder)_—_~-__~ > cabwoesee GE 
Rectifiers (copper oxide) —-----___- cathe ic ieee lil asiceif ls as CE ae ae 3 
Bert sangers.3.... atens LA. cube ee eee rey seid 1 
Dewalt ovéerarm saws. .......-2#2l..- ws . ' 3 
Sewing machine____________ Rereeae etn aia anne eae ote ae 1 
Shaper, Gingie spindie_.._.._ 2, wk ak oie eathetas eae ; ors 1 
Shaper, machine, 24-inch stroke___ site Reeteseia me doh tame Seamer either 1 
Pine-Tnrene ne TAACRINC Kink le epee ocean as ob oe 1 
Transformers (line and distribution )__- ~~~ ava “i sibaie kale Aa 
rete? aera. a erstl daha sbeimanecieek tin siaeees eee pace Ss ee 35 
Combination woodwor king 1 SN Se tee - 4 1 
10-horsepower refrigeration Compressor______..---__-- 1 
5-horsepower refrigeration compressor. 7 — ‘ 1 
Condenser (refrigeration) atic cite : ae aah oF is 1 
Evaporating units____-- iti : i ies aa aoa eabaewamaaess 6 


Mr. Rorack. Mr. Chairman, may Mr. Garrison at this time give us 
a brief summary of the plan, and use these documents in doing so, if 
he requires them ? 
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Mr. Ho.uiriew. Ms. Garrison, will you please come forward and 
take the other chair? You may have the documents back at this time 
to refer to. 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Honirreip. Br iefly and concisely, will you tell us about the plan 
which was suggested by the commander of the depot ? 

Mr. Garrison, In substance, Admiral Parks has already given the 
basic concept of the plan which Captain Clarke took to’ Wash- 
ington. . It involved the release of all the leased property and retreat- 
ing to’ Torrance and the fuel annex, retaining those two components 
still as a depot, as a separate command, and proposing certain facili 
ties at the naval station and at the shipyard whic h have already been 
put into effeet, such as the complete store landing. We also proposed 
the establishment of a retail store at the naval station, and in a build- 
ing formerly occupied as a garage. 

Mr. Hortrrevp. By retail store, what do you mean ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. A range of approximately 10,000 items, fast-moving 
items, available for ready issue. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. To the ships? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, si’, on a cash-and-carry basis. They could come 
and pick the stuff up, and it would be immediately available. The 
greatest saving that we showed in this breakdown was the saving of 
over $70,000 in the cost of providing oflice space at Torrance over the 
estimated cost of providing office space at the shipyard, and would not 
entail the release of or the conversion of premiuin storage at the ship- 
yard to office space. 

Mr. Houirretp. What do you mean by premium storage? 

Mr. Garrison. The type of stor age such as you obs erved the other 
day in your tour, buildings 55 and 53. They are reinforced concrete 
structures, permanent buildings. 

Mr. Ho.irmvp. Your point is that the placing of office space in 
expensive structures designed for storage is an inefficient and uneco- 
nomic placement ? 

Mr. Houirrecp. Are there other buildings available which are not 
of that type of consiruction ? 

Mr. Garrison. There are at Torrance, 

Mr. Horttrieip. At Torrance? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir. We so designated the buildings by number. 

Mr. Houirtenp. The committee observed yesterday that that type of 
space was being used by the office people at Torrance. In the interests 
of economy and efliciency i in the operation of our Government, Admiral 
Parks, would you explain to the committee why such space has been 
utilized there? 

Admiral Parks. While it is true that this is premium warehouse 
space, it is fireproof and so forth; if we went into Torrance, we would 
still be using warehouse space and have good warehouse space. In 
some respects, the warehouse space at Torrance is more valuable than 
the warehouse space in the shipyard, because, as you observed yester- 
day, Mr. Chairman, you can stack it up 4, 5 pallets high, whereas the 
space in the multiple-store warehouse at the shipyard, you can only 
go about 2, 21% pallets high. So that it is a question of opinion as to 
which you need most, this concerete fireproof structure or this structure 
up there, which is tin buildings, rather, sheet iron buildings, but they 
still provide maximum use of cube. 
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Mr. Hoxirrevp. Your testimony, I believe, indi¢ated that you were 
going to convert additional space at a cost of $3,300 at Torrance, is that 
right? ? 

Admiral Parks. No,sir. Mr. Chairman, that was not the conversion 
of any warehouse space, but was the rearrangement of the space in that 
little office building where we sat down when you first came in there. 

Mr. Ho.irrevp. I see. It is item No. 4, alterations to building, Tor- 
rance, for oftice, $3,300. That was the frame building? 

Admiral Parxs.| Yes. 

Mr. Horirrevp. And not the second floor, I believe, of the warehouse 
that we visited ? 

Admiral Parks. No, sir. Those warehouses up there only have one 
floor, as I recall it. 

Mr. Horirretp. How about item‘’1 there, your rehabilitation of 
office facilities, in building 58 of the shipyard: is that in an office- 
type building ? 

Admiral Parks. It is in the building, as you know, sir, on the same 
floor as the present office space. The shipyard supply depot is now 
occupying space which was designed for warehouse space. This pro- 
vides for an expansion on that same floor, utilizing that same type of 
storage, which is, as Mr. Garrison pointed out, reinforced concrete, 
and it is fireproof, but as I also pointed out, it is very low. 

Mr. Houirrevp. Similar to this room ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. I doti’t think the ceilings, when you take 
into consideration the sprinklers, are as high as this room. 

Now, that $158,000 figure, we have left it in there, but my investiga- 
tions down here indicate a possible reduction of that of some $15,000 to 
$25,000. Now, that is something that I can’t prove right now. 

Mr. Ho.trrevp. Let’s go from this point, which doesn’t seem too 
important to me at this time, to other parts of the plan which might 
be more substantial. 

Mr. Garrison. I would like to make one thing clear: The office space 
which was considered at Torrance was not considered for the main 
warehouses where we have considerable cube. It, was considered for 
the conversion of one of the Butler structures which has a much lower 
ceiling. 

Mr. Horirrecp. You are referring to item 1, $158,000, rehabilitation 
of office facilities in building 53 of the shipyard ? 

Mr. Garrison. I am referring to the conversion of office facilities in 
the alternate proposal which Captain Clarke submitted at Torrance. 

Mr. Ho.irrexp. I see. 

Mr. Garrison, We anticipated a quadruple Butler building into 
office space. 

Mr. Hotirrevp. That would supplant premium space which will now 
be occupied at the shipyard ? 

Mr. Garrtson. Yes, sir. 

Admiral Parks. May I make a statement about, that, sir, an obser- 
vation ? 

Mr. Houirrevp. Certainly. 

Admiral Parks. You saw those Butler buildings. They are just 
plain sheet steel buildings, and in my opinion are wholly inadequate 
for office space. 

Mr. Houirrevp. I would agree with you, unless there were altera- 
tions, partitions, and ceilings and so forth. 
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Admiral Parks. It would have to be lined, and that is pretty expen- 
sive when you get into lining them, insulating them. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. All right. 

Mr. Garrison. So far as I know, that was all considered in the 
cost, insulation, including sprinklers. 

Mr. Hortrievp. Let’s proceed to other items rather than the so-ealled 
Clarke plan at this time. Unless you have additional 

Mr. Rosack. Have you finished the general summary ? 

Mr. Garrison. Yes, sir; except that we also figured on at least a 
reduction of 200 personnel by retreating and consolidating our 
functions. 

Mr. Houtrieip. The staff will have time to look over this, possibly, 
during the noon hour. That is all, thank you. 

Admiral Parks. I would like to point out at this time that the 
so-called Clarke plan would have involved the same one-time restor- 
ation and rehabilitation expenses on the pier as our present plan, 
because it was pulling out of the leased space. 

Mr. Ropack. Are you suggesting, Admiral, that it really doesn’t 
make any difference which command operates the facilities? 

Admiral Parks. No; I am not suggesting that. 

Mr. Rosack. I mean, are you suggesting that the costs would have 
been the same, just that there was opposition to the fact that there 
was a transfer of cognizance? 

Admiral Parks. No. There was no opposition to transfer of cog- 
nizance at that time. We believed that the savings incident to con- 
solidation with the shipyard were more than the so-called Clarke 
plan; as Commander Durant has testified, he came up with a funding 
study, which used, with the current funding, indicated a possible 

saying of about 250; two-hundred-and-fifty odd, wasn’t it? 

Commander Dvranr. res, sir. 

Admiral Parks. I can’t remember, somewhere between 250 and 300. 
There were other things which I believe influenced the Chief to reject 
the Clarke plan, which haven’t been brought out, I believe, in these 
hearings, and that is, when we consolidate these stocks, the 7,800 
items, which has been brought out, overlap; we reduce the amount 
of inventory required. We reduce the amount of paperwork in report- 
ing this material to the supply command control point. We reduce 
the invoicing back and forth between two activities right across the 
harbor. 

Those are things which we can’t put a price tag on, but we know it is 
a saving. 

Mr. Rosack. But, insofar as the shipyard is retaining a considerable 
supply installation at Torrance, and insofar as the shipyard has got 
to maintain a fuel depot, which is under, as I understand, the cog- 
nizance of another bureau 

Admiral Parks. Correction, please. The fuel depot will be a sepa- 
rate command. 

Mr. Rosack. Under what parent bureau ? 

Admiral Parks. Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 

Mr. Ropack. So you still have 2 parent bureaus involved, and you 
still have 3 installations, 3 different places. So, in one sense, the 
concept of consolidation has to be considerably qualified. 

Admiral Parks. Let me say this: You say we have three places. 
Well, that is a reduction of 1 from 4. As a matter of fact, it is a 
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reduction from 5, a reduction of 2, because the 22d Street area com- 
prises, as you saw when you drove around there, the pier area, and then 
that area over there where those 5 disputed warehouses are, com- 
pletely separated by a street, go by a cotton warehouse to get to them. 
So those are two areas we are getting out of. 

Mr. Hoxirretp. Wait a minute now. We are not talking neces- 
sarily confined to geographical locations. ‘We are talking about ad- 
ministrative separation and consolidation. 

Admiral Parks. I thought Mr. Roback was speaking of geographic 
consideration. 

Mr. Houtrirecp. That is an item, but it is also administrative. 
Would vou make the same statement in regard to a reduction of 4 
to 3 from an administrative standpoint / 

Admiral Parks. No, sir. However, Mr. Roback was making the 
point that Torrance was a separate activity. It is not a separate 
activity. It will simply be a material or warehouse division of the 
shipyard supply depot. 

Mr. Horiwreip. Well, there are two administrative agencies in- 
volved ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes,sir. The fuel depot and the shipyard. There 
are two agencies. 

Mr. Rosack. The fuel depot is made a separate command, so that 
in a sense you created an activity. 

Mr. Hottrretp. You have created an additional administrative ac- 
tivity; have you not? 

Admiral Parks. No, sir. 

Mr. Hoxtrievp. With a fuel command separate from your supply 
depot, administratively speaking ¢ 

Admiral Parks. No, sir. What I mean to say, sir, is that—you are 
quite right, we have struck out one command, a large command, and 
set up another small command. 

Mr. Hottrreip. Do you consider that the activities of the supply 
depot and the shipyard are now under one administrative command 4 

Admiral Parks. Not at present, but that is what we plan for them 
to be. 

Mr. Houtrirtp. You do contemplate that consolidation ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horirreip. And you contemplate the setting up of the fuel 
supply under a separate command ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. The fuel supply is an operation which 
has very little real bearing or rather connection with the rest of it. 
It is pretty much of an independent operation anyway. 

Mr. Hottrrecp. I can’t understand how you can consolidate your 
depot and your shipyard administratively, and I am speaking now of 
real integration, in view of the fact that you get your appropriations 
from different funds. 

Admiral Parks. Oh, that is an interesting thing. In shipyards, 
we fund, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts funds a portion of the 
supply department, based on the amount of the enshitary support 
required. 

Now, Commander Durant can explain that better than I. He is a 
fiscal man. But I do know that the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts 
funds the portion of the supply depot which has to do with other 
than the actual ship-repair work. 
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Mr. Ho.irietp. Would you care to add to that, or is that a clear 
statement ? 

Commander Durant. It will add to it to this extent: We split the 
workload between the shipyard’ proper and other support activities. 
The supply workload and the funding split follows sling those lines. 

Mr. Hotirrerp. Then it still remains then as two administrative 
functions, separate functions; does it not? 

Admiral Parks. No, sir. It is one function, but it is billed 
separately. 

Mr. Horirtevp. Thank you. 

It is now 12': 25, the chairman notes, and I believe we should adjourn 
at this time. 

Mr. Lipscomb? 

Mr. Lrescoms. That is fine. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. We will return to this room at 1:30 for the con- 
tinuation of the hearings. 

(Whereupon, at 12:25 p. m., the hearing was recessed to reconvene 
at 1:30 p.m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Ho.arrevp. The subcommittee will be in order. 

Admiral Parks, at this time we are going to dispose of 1 or 2 small 
items before Mr. Roback resumes his questioning. 

In your appendix A, item 8, there is an item “there of $175,000 for 
the disassembling and. moving of Butler buildings from San Pedro 
to the shipyard, with your notation that this project is not required 
and ‘will not be accomplished. 

Admiral Parks. That is correct. 

Mr. Houtriretp. That was originally planned as a part of your cost 
of removal, was it, or was this an estimate of the group that was 
opposing this? 

Admiral Parks. Well, this estimate was prepared by the shipyard 
and it was picked up by the group which opposed it. 

Mr. Houtrie.. ty right. On item 12, construct small-boat land- 
ing at shipyard, $300,000 : 

This item is not needed and will not be accomplished; present small-boat 
landing on pier 4 is adequate. 

Is that likewise true of that item ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. That item was proposed, as I recall it, 
to construct a sinall- boat landing either at the mole or possibly— 
which is that breakwater thing out there—or on pier E, and it has 
been found that this is not required. 

Mr. Houirmxp. Item 13: 


Relocate Butler buildings in shipyard for reefer space and transit area, $124,000. 
Is that also true of that item ? 

Admiral Parks. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Hourrietp. And your notation: 


This item is not needed and will not be accomplished. However, two excess 
reefer boxes will be installed at the small boat landing at a cost of $3,300. 


Admiral Parks. That is correct. 
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Mr, Houirrenrp. Item 14: 
Construct cold-storage plant in shipyard, $100,000— 
with the notation: 


This item is not needed and will not be accomplished. 


Is that also true of that? 

Admiral Parks. Well, I think that is not true toa certain extent. I 
don’t know that that was ever submitted by the shipyard. 

Captain Foorr. That was never submitted. 

Admiral Parks. I think that was the estimate which the opposing 
group arrived at themselves. I don’t know where that came from. 

Mr. HoxiFieip. Now, on several other items you have noted that the 
cost will be less, such as the item 11, to move the chronometer pool to 
the shipyard in the place of the estimated—you have an estimated cost 
of $500, and your item 10, “Provide household effect reception center,” 
a reduction of $1,200. 

Admiral Parks. That is just a result of receiving an accurate esti- 
mate from engineers, as opposed to a sort of horseback estimate which 
was originally —— 

Mr. Horiritetp. These revisions, since the committee went into this 
subject of these costs, cause us to ask you this question : 

Were these reductions made because of the subcommittee’s interest 
in this matter, or were they made as a result of your making a closer 
and more careful examination of the costs ? 

Admiral Parks. The latter, sir. At the time of the first submis- 
sion we didn’t have enough information to have accurate costs. We 
furnished you the best information we had. Since that time we have 
received more accurate information, and, for éxample, this case of the 
boat landing, we had thought previously, based on information which 
had been submitted from out Sass that it would be necessary to con- 
struct the boat landing, out on the mole, or later somebody came up 
with this idea of using pier E. But it is found that pier 4 is quite 
satisfactory. 

Mr. Hoxirrecp. I want it strictly understood that this committee is 
not in opposition to making the necessary expenditures which the Navy 
can justify to transact their mission. We are certainly not in opposi- 
tion to any type of consolidation or the elimination of duplicating 
functions which will give a budgetary relief to the taxpayer. 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hotirrenp. We are, however, forced to this conclusion: That 
testimony which was given previously by the Navy was given to the 
committee without adequate consideration, and certainly it was not 
accurate information, and we hope that in the future, when your De- 
partment comes before us for questioning on the items on any partic- 
ular project, that you will be candid with us and tell us that you do not 
have accurate information, and that you will not supply us with a 
series of figures which time and again have to be revised in the interests 
of accuracy, after the subcommittee staff spends days and sometimes 
weeks in the study of the problem that has been assigned to us for 
investigation. 

Admiral Parks. Well, sir, may I say that we certainly will comply 
with your directive, which is only just and reasonable. I may say, 
as you know, I didn’t testify at this previous hearing. However, I 





ei oO aeiisss 


AA ot stats AD Ny 





MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES 69 


know that the people who did testify gave you the best, information 
they had at the time. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. This is not a game, you know, between a legislative 
committee and one of the executive departments. We are working 
together for the interests of the taxpayer and for the preservation of 
the rights of communities and citizens when those rights are unwisely 
or unjustly treated, Our investigations are not for the purpose of 
embarrassing one of the executive departments or entrapping any 
witness. It is for the purpose of setting the record straight, trying 
to see that all the facts pertinent to a move of this kind are spread 
upon the record for proper evaluation. 

Mr. Balwan, at this time I believe you want to take up some of the 
matters of personnel figures. You will proceed with that phase of 
the inquiry and then we will return to Mr. Roback later. 

Mr. Batwan. I want to cover just a couple of points before I get 
into detail on this. I notice in the admiral’s statement this morning 
he said that in respect to the fuel pier—and he was using the figures 
that were given the subcommittee by the San Pedro Boosters Associa- 
tion—you have that, admiral? Item 5 on page 4 of your appendix. 

Admiral Parks. Item 5, page 4 of the appendix; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bauwan (reading) : 

Additional personnel requirements for fuel depot as a separate command. 

You alleged that there would be $240,000 extra to operate. Your 
comment is: 

This item is not applicable as a separate permanent expense item since per- 
sonnel allocations made elsewhere and upon which the Navy’s estimate of annual 
savings is largely based, take into account personnel for the fuel depot. 

You are operating the fuel function at San Pedro with about 65 
people now ? 

Admiral Parks. I don’t think that is quite right. 

Commander Duran’. May I speak? That is about correct. It is 
not quite correct. The figures that I furnished—— 

Mr. Batwan. How many people are you using at San Pedro now to 
operate the fuel depot ? 

Commander Durant. I don’t know the answer to that specific 
question, sir. 

Mr. Batwan. Commander Watts? 

Commander Warts. Mr. Balwan, I shall be glad to answer how 
many people we have in the Fuel Division. 

Mr. Batwan. All right. 

Commander Warts. As soon as I refresh my memory. It 1s either 
45 or 46. 

Commander Durant. I have that figure. I apparently didn’t un- 
derstand your question. We have out there 41 or 45. 

Mr. Hourrtetp. Let’s get the figure. Is it 41, 45, or 46? 

Commander Durant. My figures show that there were 41. 

Mr. Hotirretp. What do your figures show ? 

Commander Warts. We have allocated, Mr. Chairman, to the Fuel 
Division 44 per diem and 2 per annum employees, for a total of 46 
positions. Perhaps Commander Durant is including other jobs which 
support these. 
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Mr. Houirtevp. No. His figure is 41, so it is, therefore, 4 or 5 less. 
Now, when you say “allocated,” do you mean that you have that many 
people assigned to duties there, or is that your funding limitation? _ 

Commander Warts. We have that many jobs allocated, and that is 
the number of people on board, unless a vacancy occurs, at which time 
we recruit to fill the vacancy. At the present time I believe all the jobs 
are filled, to the best of my knowledge. 

Mr. Barwan. You had how many people employed for that opera- 
tion ? 

Commander Warts. In the Fuel Division, which is an organiza- 
tional unit of the depot, a total of 46 people. 

Mr. Hottrtetp. Does that include your military personnel that are 
supervisory ? 

Commander Warts. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Hottriecp. Are those civilians or civilians and military per- 
sonnel ? 

Commander Warts. All of those are civilian employees. I ne- 
glected to mention that we have a lieutenant, Supply Corps, as the 
fuel officer, so adding military you have a total of 47. 

Mr. Hourrrevp. All right. 

Mr. Batwan. Does that include security personnel, Commander? 

Commander Warts. That does not include security ; no, sir. 

Mr. Batwan. Well, how many people would you say are needed to 
run your Fuel Division now, all together, including security; or is 
that lumped in with your total supply operation everywhere else ? 

Commander Warts. Everything except the 46 civilians and 1 officer. 
All the support and services and the paperwork assistance is provided 
for in functional organizational components. 

Mr. Batwan. You have 45 people that it takes roughly to run the 

fuel depot, and it is contemplated that you will need, when you make 
that operation a separate command, when you take away the San 
Pedro administrative offices you have in operation now, and move those 
to Long Beach, you will have to add to that operation, 45 people, 
enough personnel to provide the present support functions being given 
by San Pedro to raise that to 100, and I think that the reason the 
$240,000 cost was added was 55 people times $4,000 per annum would 
give roughly something like $220,000, whereas they are giving a total 
fuel function now at 45 people, they will need 100 people; merely a 
juggling of figures that they are trying to say that there isn’t the 
added expense. They will be having—they will require an additional 
55 people at an average of $220,000 per year more to run the fuel 
operation for the Navy. 
_ Admiral Parks. Let me answer that. That isn’t true, sir. Rather, 
I think your reasoning is erroneous, since we have figured in, in the 
number of personnel required-—where is my sheet here on the personnel 
ne ? 

‘ou will notice here that the fuel depot has already been taken in 
consideration in arriving at the savings, so that what we were giving 
you of 195 people is net savings. We have added those 65 people back 
into this figure which we showed you here. 

Mr. Batwan. On a cost-accounting basis, as far as providing fuel 
service for the Navy, you are going to have to pay $220,000 more? 

Commander Durant. May I answer? | 
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Admiral Parks. Let me keep this a minute. That 45 people that 
he has got there doesn’t include security ; it doesn’t include the public- 
works people; he doesn’t include the personnel records people, all of 
which are being paid now. 

Now, what we are doing is saying that we are shifting 55 people 
that do those functions now in the depot, from the depot rolls over to 
the fuel rolls, so that this additional cost is simply a bookkeeping 
transaction, taking it from the suply depot rolls over to the fuel depot 
rolls. 

We have taken into consideration the total fuel depot requirements 
here in the list of personnel requirements which I have given you and 
which I have included in my statement. 

Commander Durant. May I make a statement ? 

Mr. Batwan. Will you wait just a minute? 

The major argument in favor of the move, according to your state- 
ment, would then be the recurring cost—the recurring savings in terms 
of personnel salaries? 

Admiral Parks. That’s right. 

Mr. Batwan. Which amounts to about $858,000 for personnel ? 

Admiral Parks. May I check my statement on that ? 

That’s right. 

Mr. Batwan. And the argument, the theory being that $858,000 
saved per year over 10 years is $8,580,000. Actually your argument 
furthermore is that this offsets the one-time costs for whatever other 
projects you might be able to figure out here; is that correct? 

Admiral Parks. That is correct. 

Mr. Batwan. Of course, that is all predicated on the soundness 
with which you have computed the personnel saving. This is com- 
puted, I take it, by multiplying 195 times $4,032, which is an average 
personnel salary figure? 

Admiral Parks. $4,400. 

Mr. Batwan. Might I have Commander Durant take the Admirat’s 
chair there, because most of these figures have been reviewed by the 
staff with him. 

Mr. Houtri.p. I suggest that you take this chair and, Admiral, you 
stay in your present chair. 

Mr. Batwan. When did you first make a study or an analysis of 
the amount of people who would be required at the new operation ? 

Commander Durant. To the best of my memory, in January. 

Mr. Batwan. You don’t have a copy of that here? 

Commander Durant. No, sir; I don’t. I don’t believe I have a 
copy anywhere, sir, on that one. I did it on scratch paper. I don’t 
know if it is still around. 

Mr. Batwan. Were you requested at some subsequent time to make 
a more thorough study, which you would have to submit to someone ? 

Commander Durant. Well, that rough study, as I think I testified 
previously, was submitted to the Director of Planning, and I think he 
undoubtedly used it in his consideration of this project. 

Mr. Batwan. Are you talking about the January study? 

Commander Durant. Yes, sir. 7 , 

Mr. Batwan. Did you prepare any study subsequent to that time? 

Commander Durant. Yes, sir. ’ 

Mr. Batwan. When ? 
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Commander Durant. Shortly before the visit of Captain Foott and 
Captain Clarke to the Bureau. I don’t know what the date was. I 
think it was in April, some time in April. 

Mr. Batwan. The record shows that the various Congressmen were 
notified of this move in the letter which I think was received in March. 
Also I think it was pointed out that there would be a certain amount 
of savings at this time. The Navy came in after that first announce- 
ment with a study. Could you identify that study? Would this be 
the study that you prepared for the Navy Department? 

Commander Durant. No, sir; there are two studies, Mr. Balwan. 
This study, which I would submit for the record, as enclosure 1, was 
designed primarily to come up with a total body count, total number 
of civilians to be transferred from San Pedro to the shipyard, Long 
Beach, to get a good function on the office space that was going to 
be converted. 

This second study here is a staffing plan which I prepared for pur- 
poses of discussing with Captain Foott. We discussed it verbally. I 

subsequently had it typed up and mailed to Captain Foott for his 
consideration. 

Mr. Batwan. May that please be included in this record? 

Mr. Houirietp. Will you please identify each one under date or 
under such other document identification as may be on them? 

Mr. Batwan. We will include in the record a letter dated May 4, 
1955, to Capt. G. W. Foott, Long Beach Naval Shipyard, signed by 
Comdr. W. B. Durant, which states: 

In view of the fact that I have a copy of a Long Beach Shipyard’s estimate 


of requirements after consolidation of the supply mission, it is only fair that we 
furnish you a copy of our analysis— 


This is in May, now— 


For this purpose there is attached as enclosure 1 our estimate of requirements 
for a consolidation operation by naval shipyard at Long Beach. The total pro- 
ductive man-months required are shown in the seventh column of enclosure 1. 
Enclosure 2 is a comparison of the production rates currently achieved by 
naval supply depot, San Pedro, and Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, together with 
staffing, as compared to the proposed production rates and the proposed combined 
staffing shown on enclosure 1. It is undoubtedly much too early to discuss specific 
staffing matters, and we assume that the total ceiling and envoy personnel will 
be taken over by you when the consolidation becomes effective, with subsequent 
adjustments to be made, as to be mutually determined by the Bureau and the 
naval shipyard at Long Beach. 


Enclosure 1 is exactly what it says here, our estimate of requirements 
for consolidated operation at Naval Shipyard, Long Beach. 

(The material above referred to is as follows :) 

May 4, 1955. 
Capt. G. W. Foort, SC, USN, 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, 
Long Beach, Calif. 

Drak CapTain Foorr: In view of the fact that I have a copy of Long Beach 
Shipyard’s estimate of requirements after consolidation of the supply mission, 
it is only fair that we furnish you a copy of our analysis. For this purpose there 
is attached as enclosure (1) our estimate of requirements for a consolidated 
operation by NSY Long Beach. The total productive man-months required are 
shown in the seventh column of enclisure (1). 

Enclosure (2) is a comparison of the production rates currently achieved by 
NSD San Pedro and NSY Long Beach, together with staffing as compared to the 
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proposed production rates and the proposed combined staffing shown on en- 
closure (1). 

It is undoubtedly much too early to discuss specific staffing matters, and 
we assume that the total ceiling and on-board personnel will be taken over by 
you when the consolidation becomes effective, with subsequent adjustments to 
be made as to be mutually determined by the Bureau and NSY Long Beach. 

Best regards. 

Very respectfully, 
W. B. Durant, Jr., 
CDR, SC, USN. 
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[Enclosure 2] 


Naval supply depot, San Pedro, Naval Shipyard, Long Beach: Staffing expressed 
in productive man-months 


| 





























Average produc- 
tivity Staffing 
Pe i... ee Be Se 
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WM No. Function Naval | yaya; |ofSupplies | Naval | y,,, combinec 
supply lstinvara,| | and supply samen staffing 
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San ach | San Bea h 
Pedro Beach | Pedro — 
WM-1. Supply operations admin- (!) (4) (') 7.2 5.0 7." 
istration. 
WM-2.__...| Technical. 6.7 6.75 5.7 2.2 24.8 24.8 
WM-3.1__.| Inventory — “Pp hysical | 7.8 10.1 9.0 7.3 5.7 6.3 
count. 
W M-3.2__.} Inventory—Reconcilia- 9. 07 10.9 10.0 5.2 5.8 5.4 
. tion. 
WM-4.....}, Issue eomtrol...:.........- 6.8 4.3 4.0 16.8 28.7 44.6 
WM-5.-_...| Stock control_............- 5.3 3. 98 3.8 38.8 65.7 101.8 
WM-46.....| Receipt control_.....--.--- 3.7 5.3 4.3 24.8 31.8 44.3 
WM-7.1__.}| Procurement—R. and O-_- 2. 41 3. 54 3.3 9.7 10.3 15.3 
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8-8.........| Communication... -.---. wal] oon aden an [ae sean ~saeee OW fob Rabat ween 
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1 Not applicable. 








2 Includes 12 maintenance fuel facilities. 


Commander Durant. May I clarify the record? 
Mr. Horirrevp. Yes. 
Commander Durant. I testified previously that enclosure 1 was not 


that study. 


previous testimony to conform. 

Mr. Batwan. Do you have a copy of this document that I am talking 
What is the total amount of savings that is listed on this at 
the present time? 


about ? 


Commander Durant. There is listed a figure of 342. 


not a true picture of the savings. 


employees, or 


Actually, it is a copy of this. 


So I have to amend my 


This figure is 


It is a picture of the reduced civilian 


~ather it is—yes, sir. 
employees at the naval-supply depot, San 


Pedro. 


It is a reduction in the number of 
It has excluded 


from it 

Mr. Batwan. I don’t understand, it is a reduction of employees at 
San Pedro. 

Commander Durant. It excludes from that the hundred that would 
be required for the fuel-supply depot. It does not give—correct that 
statement. It does not include the support facilities that would have 
to be provided the fuel-supply depot when established ; it does not in- 
clude in it the man-months that will be required contractually or other- 
wise on the waterfront. So it is not a true statement of savings. 
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However, I think that perhaps the fact that I labeled it “savings” 
might have been misleading to the Director of Planning, to whom I 
submitted this, and may account in part for the confusion that has 
arisen in previous testimony as between the 200 and 400 figure. This 
was an attempt to try and find out how many additional people, I 
mean this caption down here, Mr. Balwan, was an attempt to show 
how many additional people would have to be taken care of in Long 
Beach. 

Mr. Batwan. Essentially, the method of computation on these 
sheets and the others will be to determine savings by finding out the 
total number of people currently employed, both at San Pedro and 
the naval shipyard, and then, by another set of computations, find out 
what will be required from the consolidated operation; then get the 
difference. 

In this case, what is the total amount of civilian staffing as of the 
time of this document employed at San Pedro and Long Beach? 

Commander Durant. I have listed here, and I believe it is the cor- 
rect figure, 840 at San Pedro and 560 at Long Beach; that is civilians 
on board, I believe, sir. 

Mr. Ho.irrevp. Let me clarify that: Is this your funded limitation 
or is it the actual people on the payroll ? 

Commander Durant. No; it is actual people on the payroll. 

Mr. Batwan. That makes 1,400 people. 

Commander Durant. Yes. 

Mr. Batwan. In both San Pedro and at Long Beach as of some 
certain time. I don’t know what period of time it was. By your com- 
putations here, at this particular time you said 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Just a moment, please. You say you don’t know 
what time this applied to? 

Commander Durant. No, sir. 

Mr. Houirrevp. When was it that you prepared this document ? 

Commander Durant. It was in April. 

Mr. Hoxirretp. Then we can safely say that in April, as far as you 
knew, this 1,400 was an actual payroll list ? 

Commander Durant. Y es, sir; so far as I know. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. All right. That pins it down a little better than 
complete indefiniteness. 

Now, go ahead. 

Mr. Batwan. And by “this document” what did you arrive at as 
the proposed staffing requirement for the combined operation ? 

Commander Durant. I came to a total of 965 productive man- 
months, which, less overtime of 20 man-months, and less military 
man-months w hich were available to the commands, came to a total 
civilian staffing at Long Beach Shipyard of 920. 

Mr. Horrrrevp. Wait a minute there; not being familiar with these 
figures, I have to ask clarifying questions occasionally. Why did you 
subtract from that your overtime man-months and your military peo- 
ple. Were they included in the 1,400? 

Commander Durant. No; they were not. 

Mr. Hotirtevp. All right. Then it is a true comparison. 

Commander Durant. That basically was my purpose. To that 920 
figure I added a 15 percent of the known productive—15 percent of 
the productive man-months to account for leave, which added to the 
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920 came up with my estimate of the civilians on the payroll in the 
supply depot of the shipyard of 1,058. 

Mr. Bauwan. This is a statement of the requirement, proposed 
requirements. 

Mr. Horirteip. For the combined operation, including those on 
leave, the overtime, and those working on regular time. In other 
words, that is the payroll figure ? 

Commander Durant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ho.trretp. Does that include military ? 

Commander Durant. No, sir; I deducted military. 

Mr. Ho.irretp. From those figures ? 

Commander Durant. Yes, sir. 

Admiral Parks. It should be pointed out, Mr. Holifield, too, that 
this figure does not include the hundred people for the fuel operation. 

Mr. Hortrtevp. So then 

Commander Durant. Pardon me, Admiral, it includes all of the 
hundred people for the fuel supply depots, because they are already in 
there. 

Mr. Hortrrevp. They are already working at that, one place or the 
other. Iam talking to this document. 

Admiral Parxs. But, you included them in your total on board, but 
your computation of requirements here didn’t take into account the 
requirements for that 900; it is around a thousand, didn’t take into 
account the requirements of them ; did it? 

Commander Durant. Yes, sir; because they were in the other 
functions. 

Admiral Parks. Oh, I see. 

Mr. Batwan. They would have to be. 

Mr. Hortrrevp. All right. 

Commander Durant. I have testified to the contrary previously. 

Mr. Ho.trrevp. There is no need to get excited by this. Let’s be 
very calm about it. There is no one going to take advantage of you in 
any way, and you will have all the opportunity you | to correct 
your statements. We know that you are trying to give the committee 
a true account. 

Mr. Batwan. At this point, by “this document” you gave a figure 
of a possible savings of 342 people as a result of such a consolidation 
of activities. 

_Commander.Durant. That is the statement on the document; yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Batwan. Do you disagree with that now ? 

Commander Durant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batwan. Will you correct the records then? What was wrong 
with this document? How incorrect was it ? 

Commander Durant. I can only state in round figures. Is that all 
right, Mr. Balwan? I omitted a requirement for the Fiscal Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. Batwan. You say this 342 is not correct and that you have 
some 

Commander Durant. I didn’t know what the staffing for fiscal was 
going tobe. In that area I did not make a determination, so I omitted 
the requirements for the fiscal. The waterfront requirement was un- 
derstated by some 40 bodies, I would guess, so I will give you a round 
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figure. I think this figure is off by 58 civilians in the Fiscal Depart- 
ment—about 90, sir. 

Mr. Batwan. Which of these figures should be changed; the amount 
on hand or the requirement ¢ 

Commander Durant. Requirement, sir. 

Mr. Banwan. You want to add to that—— 

Commander Durant. About 90, sir. 

Mr. HoriFrevp. Was that 90 added to the 342? 

Commander Durant. No; it is deducted, sir. 

Admiral Parks. About 250. 

Mr. Howirrep. 252. 

Admiral Parks. Which indicates how all these things, as I pointed 
out earlier, hit at around the 200 figure. Mr. Garrison’s estimate, when 
under the Clarke plan, included a saving of 200; this figure as cor- 
rected comes in to around 250, and our detailed study here now comes 
to 195. It all zeros in at around that figure. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. Proceed, Mr. Balwan. 

Mr. Batwan. Now, have you any other studies made subsequent to 
this? 

Commander Durant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batwan. How a you express your correc ‘tion ? 

Commander Durant. I didn’t. This was sent to Captain Foott. I 
didn’t so indicate in my forwarding letter. However, I expected that 
1 would hear from him with respect to his evaluation of my workload 
projections and the spacey oie that I had set up in the supply func- 
tions, also expected to get a figure on the overhead areas where I don’t 
have a work-measurement sy stem for projecting requirements. 

Mr. Batwan. When is the next time that you worked on a projection 
such as this? 

Commander Durant. We received from the shipyard a statement 
of their requirements expressed in terms the same way that we had 
expressed it to them. I reviewed that the week before I came out here 
against my original computations, which was this, as upon the basis of 
what I received from the shipyard. Unfortunately, I don’t have my 
original computation in smooth form. I have given you a summary. 

Mr. Batwan. So we have one document prepared in April. Is Sep- 
tember 2 a correct date for the next document that you prepared ? 

Commander Durant. This I did not prepare. This came from the 
shipyard, Long Beach, Mr. Balwan. 

Mr. Batwan. You had nothing to do with this document ? 

Commander Durant. No, sir. 

Mr. Batwan. Do you have anybody here who prepared this, Cap- 
tain Foott? 

Captain Foorr. I worked closely enough with it, let’s say, that I 
for all intents and purposes prepared it. 

Mr. Batwan. Do you have a copy of this document ? 

Captain Foorr. No. 

Commander Durant. I have a copy—no. 

Mr. Horirretp. Well, I suggest if you do not have another copy, 
that Captain Foott take this c chair and you share it jointly. 

Mr. Batwan. Do you identify this as being a document prepared by 
your office in the shipyard? 

Captain Foorr. Yes. 








80 MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES 


Mr. Batway. In this one, what was the total number of people? 

Mr. Howtrietp. Will you identify it for the record ? 

Mr. Batwan. A document called the Statement of Civilian Per- 
sonnel Savings resulting from Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Naval 
Supply Depot, San Pedro merger, September 2, 1955. 

What is the total number of people that you have stated on this 
document to be on hand at San Pedro as of the time of the document 
here ? 

Captain Foorr. 845. 

Mr. Batwan. The number at Long Beach Naval Shipyard? 

Captain Foorr. 578. 

Admiral Parks. May I interject there, that is of March. 

Commander Durant. It is in the record. 

Admiral Parks. That shows of March, not as of the date that he 
prepared that. 

Captain Foorr. The figures I just read are as of March 28. 

Mr. Batwan. This is a document prepared when ¢ 

Captain Foorr. During the week ending September 2, 1955. 

Mr. Batwan. The figures that we are quoting now of the personnel 
on hand are as of March 28, 1955? 

Mr. Hourrtevp. Is that right? 

Captain Foorr. That is right. 

Mr. Batwan. Which is roughly in the same period as the on-hand 
figures contained in the April study that Commander Durant talked 
about ? 

Commander Durant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batwan. The total on-hand in this document for San Pedro 
and Long Beach is 1,423, to which the shipyard has added another 
figure which I would like to have Captain Foott explain. 

Captain Foorr. I have added a figure—— 

Commander Durant. This figure is in error. 

Captain Foorr. Of 182, which I captioned, “The Essential Addi- 
tional Personnel Requirements To Meet Area Workload Increases 
Since March 28, 1955.” 

Admiral Parks. May I interject a minute? That is the same 
figure which I referred to in my opening statement. It is personnel 
ree oe for the increased operations of the shipyard in furnishing 
technical support to the fleet, some of which have not as yet been 
funded, haven’t asked for it. 

Mr. Bauwan. Mr. Chairman, this 182 is a thing that we have talked 
about on the staff level for the past 3 days, and we are not agreed on 
the point. I think the admiral’s testimony, if it is at all reflected in 
the paper he gave us, says: 

There is actually an additional saving of about 180 people (ver and above the 
195 quoted. 

Admiral Parks. Maybe I better read that. 

Mr. Batwan. This represents requirements to cover new programs, 
in shipyard work above—note that these requirements have been in- 





cluded in the total requirements for the combined function. 

Admiral Parks. I think I can read my writing better than Mr. 
Balwan can. 

Mr. Hovirtevv. Most of us can read our own better. 
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Admiral Parks. I say here: 

There is actually an additional saving of about 180 people over and above the 
195 quoted. This represents requirements to cover new programs in shipyard 
work alone, independent of the merger. Note that these requirements have 
been included in the total requirements for the combined operation. They are 
not now included in the funded complement. 

Mr. Batwan. Will you explain what you mean, that they are in- 
cluded in the program but they are not included in the funded com- 
plement ? 

Admiral Parks. That means that right now Captain Foott doesn't 
have as many people on board as he needs to do his work, and his work 
is falling behind at a rather rapid rate. He is not hiring them be- 
cause, incident to the consolidation with the naval supply depot, the 
civil-service rules work that the career employees naturally will leaf 
into the combined operation, and if they brought in some people from 
the outside we anal would have to let them go within a few months 
after hiring, which is certainly an uneconomical operation. 

Mr. Bauwan. Mr. Chairman, I am trying to compare the various 
figures they used for “on hand.” In the “April study they used 1,400; 
in the September 2 study they used 1,423 actually employed, plus 182 
that they are adding who are not employed but they say should be 
employed. ‘That is the on-hand figure. In other words, a corrected 
on-hand figure of the 1,423, plus those not employed but required for 
the program; gives them a modified on-hand figure of 1,605 people. 

Mr. Hotirrerp. Which will be the need of the new operation. 

Mr. Batwan. That is the number of people they say was on hand 
on March 28, 1955, all on hand at San Pedro and Long Beach, 1,605; 
against that they say that after the consolidation by this new study, 
they will require 1,326 people, giving them a saving in the operation 
of 279. 

Commander Durant. Should I speak to this point and attempt to 
clarify it? 

Admiral Parks. Before we go ahead, may I speak, sir ? 

Mr. Houirmip. Go ahead. We will take you in ratio to your rank. 

Admiral Parks. This figure here, as you say—may I see that 
again /—gives the total requirement of 1,326. Now, we have come up 
here with this personnel requirement which I insist that Commander 
Twitchell obtain. He went down to the operating level, and he said 
to these various stock-control people, “How much do you need to do 
your work?” And he came up with a total required of 1,287. We 
can argue all afternoon about the way we compute these figures. As 
I pointed out before, the computation of staffing is not an exact science. 

Mr. Hourrtetp. We are finding that out, sir. 

Mr. Batwan. May I add an observation? The computation of 
what is on hand ought to be a fairly exact science. 

Commander Durant. I would like to speak and try to clarify this. 

Mr. Houirrevp. If Admiral Parks will yield to you, all right. 

Admiral Parks. Go ahead. 

Commander Durant. We are adding apples and oranges here. This 
isn’t a correct comparison, to start with. You are t: iking an onboard 
figure and—I retract all of that. 

“Mr, Honirterp. I think, unless the staff has additional questions—— 

Mr, Batwan. May I add this: In addition to the discrepancies 
which have been brought up in the April study, we have a study pre- 
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sented on September 2. Then we had another one, which was pre- 
sented on September 10, which comes out with slightly different re- 
quirements, comes out with 283. But the internal structure within 
these requirements shows wide variations. Then there is another 
study, which came in on about September 13, which was presented to 
the staff in the morning, which said that they would need 194 people, 
and that is a decrease from 283; then about a day later—yesterday we 
worked on this, and as of 4 o’clock vy esterday afternoon there had been 
a saving of 156 people, and by 11 o'clock last night it was at 195 peo- 
ple. I ‘must admit that you are not going to gain too much by going 
over these figures. 

Mr. Houtrtep. It looks like this is a very flexible operation down 
there, and I agree with the admiral that I don’t think there is a great 
deal to be gained to the committee in a publi¢ session in continuing 
the attempt to clarify these conflicting sets of figures. It does have 
its effect, however, on the committee, if you gentlemen with all of your 
facilities can’t come before a committee and give ‘us a reasonably sub- 
stantial set of figures without constant revision. It is very obvious 
that it makes the work of our staff very difficult in trying to evaluate 

-any controversial matter which depends upon the correct evaluation 
_ of figures. 

Admiral Parks. I know, sir. 

Mr. Hortrrecy. It puts our committee in a very bad position, and I 
‘think it puts you folks in kind of a bad position, don’t you? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. I would like to verify one thing: That 
discrepancy between the figure of 156 we gave them and the 195 was 
simply a typographical and arithmetical error. They were clerical 
errors. QOur rough sheets which we had in ¢ ‘ommander Twitchell’s 
hands prior to that time were the same. In copying them off and 
adding them up—and our time was limited, Mr. Chairman; we worked 
every night and every day since we have been here trying to give the 
committee staff what they wanted. So we gaye them this thing, and 
it showed 156. It was a mistake. I told Mr. Balwan last night - when 
I talked to him on the phone that it was an arithmetical error. 

Mr. Houirrevy. Of course, a typographical errér or an arithmetical 
mistake can certainly be excused. * But'the compilation of so many 
reports on this same matter, and the constant revision of them, leaves 
is to see no reason why we should retire from our tentative position in 
Washington, which we made known in our Third Intermediate Report. 

Admiral Parks. What I have tried to point out is that, no matter 
which w ay you figure it, it all hits around this 200 figure, even Mr. 
Garrison’s estimate of saving in the Clarke report, a saving of 200, 
We have gone at this thing 2 or 3 ways, and the last one—and this is 
the one that I trust—and that is the one where we went down to the 
working level and talked’ to the supervisors:and the people who have 
to handle the paperwork 

Mr. Horsrtevp. When you went dow n to them, did you tell them, 
“Now, we want a basically low figure.” or did you influence them in 
any way to give you a smaller figure than they at first suggested to 
you? 

Admiral Parks. Let’s have Commander Twitchell answer that. 

Mr. Horirretp. Commander Twitchell, did you in any way infer to 
these subordinates that they should give you a very low or basic figure 
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in order that you might compile a report which would impress the 
committee with the savings! 

Commander Twircuetu. I will answer your question directly, sir, 
and say emphatically no. I would like to enlarge upon that: That if 
anything I did quite the contrary. As an operator , and I say “opera- 
tor,” for in the Navy Department, the Bureau of Supplies and Ac- 
counts, we approach these problems of staffing, from what I consider 
from an operating viewpoint, as w ell as one from strictly a funding or 
comptroller viewpoint. Thinking as an operator, and having the bulk 
of my experience as one, I did just the reverse of what you suggest to 
these people. I asked them for an honest, concrete estimate. I was 
particularly pleased to find a tremendous amount of planning at their 
own level, exercising their management ability that is inherent in 
the supervisory levels down thr ough the branches, and found in getting 
the figures that they were rel: tively easy to get, and that many of the 
divisions, many of the branches, particularly through the material 
division, had advanced in their planning to the point of ao ap re 
structural organizational charts with positions indicated, and they had 
those ready and available for me. 

In that consideration they not only considered the possible buildup 
of the depot, which gave a great deal of authenticity to their study, but 
they were surveying their present workload. In each case, as ‘each 
functional study was examined, the supervisor and officer were able to 
justify in w riting by the description of functions and anticipated in- 
creases in functions, and those that were at the moment increases in 
requirements of manpower from registered backlogs. He differen- 
tiated in those personnel that he now had on board and which he 
required ; those are matters which could be made available for the ree- 
ord if you so choose. 

Mr. Lirscoms. When you asked the people, did you ask both the 
San Pedro Depot and the Long Beach personnel? 

Commander Twircnety. No, sir. To answer your question spécifi- 
cally, I did not. I would like again to say that my approach on 
this, as an operator, was strictly a positive and direct approach. I 
was concerned with those people who, in this particular instance, are 
faced with doing a job. 

Mr. Lirescoms. How do the people at Long Beach know whiat the 
workload requirements will be in the moveover ? 

Commander Twircnetu. All of the supervisors in this particular 
type of work, not only have probably many of them migrated back 
and forth, but the ver y nature of the supply support operation in 

San Pedro-Long Beach area is such that it is measured and can be 
measured very well. Not only have their people migrated back and 
forth, but the information is a matter of planning studies back and 
forth between the shop and Mr. Garrison’s shop at San Pedro, and in 
those planning people of Captain Foott’s. 

Mr. Lirscoms. So each of the people that you asked had an intimate 
knowledge of the workload that was going to ‘be imposed upon them 
when the pool integration 

Commander Twrrcnenn. An even greater intimate knowledge, sir, 
than I had any reason to expect. 

Mr. Lirscoms. That is a pretty big statement, it really is. I don’t 
see, on a new employee, when you are integrating two separate facil- 
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ities, how a group of people in one facility will know everything about 
the other facility they had nothing to do with. 

Commander TwircHeLL. Your statement must be broken down by 
functional assignments; for instance, the traffic supervisor in the Long 
Beach Shipyard has a rather intimate knowledge of the function and 
the requirements and the probable expectation of an additional work- 
load of which he is reasonably cognizant in the San Pedro Supply 
Depot. The control division supervisor will take any one of them, 
issue control, receipt control, any one has a relatively intimate know]- 
edge of what would be involved on a probable increase, the like of 
which the total demand would be coming into his particular area. 
It is not too much to expect. It is, rather, something that you would 
expect. 

Admiral Parks. I would like to interject another remark there, 
that these people have also been furnished certain statistical infor- 
mation for planning purposes, such as the amount of invoices, the 
amount of line items requested, the number of stock items to be added. 
All of this is planning information which they need in planning 
their work ahead, and they have that,information. 

Mr. Houirteip. May I ask you, when did you arrive at those final 
figures ? 

Commander Twrrcenety. I made the study, I believe it was yester- 
day, sir. 

Mr. Horirrecp. Yesterday. Then when the staff requested those 
figures of you, before that, you didn’t have them? 

Commander TwrtrcHety. To answer your question, yes, sir. 

Mr. Hourrrecp. You had not gone to the people in the operational 
level ? 

Commander Twrrcnetu. I had not, sir, before yesterday. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. All right. Here is another gentleman who wants 
to testify. 

Commander Warts. As the commanding officer of the naval supply 
depot, who has followed this planning rather closely, has been inter- 
ested in the continued service to the fleet, and this area, regardless of 
what happens, I would like to heartily endorse the statement made 
by Commander Twitchell, and state that I likewise have observed, 
encouraged and observed the meeting of opposite numbers of people 
in the operating levels, both activities. The supervisors, who are 
opposite numbers, have met frequently; the officers have met frequent- 
ly; they have exchanged information; they have exchanged ideas, and 
in detailed planning have contributed a great deal to the problem, 
solving the problem of the merger. 

Mr. Ho.irrevp. In retrospect, do you feel that it would have been 
good to pursue this line of inquiry before you make the move, rather 
than afterward, and to obtain this information for yourself and for 
the committee ? 

Commander Warts. You have taken me a bit unawares. 

Admiral Parks. There is only one answer. The answer to that, 
obviously, is “Yes.” 

Mr. Houtrrevp. I assume you agree with the admiral? 

Commander Warrs. Yes. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. Mr. Balwan. 

Mr. Batwan. I would like to pursue this point by way of closin 
here, in that the total requirements, no matter how they are figured, 
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according to one of those memos came to 1,526 on September 2, 1,322 
on September 10, 1,316 on September 13, and it came to 1,326 again 
by an entirely independent means. 

Commander Twitchell is from Washington. He is not an employee 
of the shipyard now. 

One of the studies that we have, the one of September 2, is a shipyard 
study by Captain Foott. We have people running around from 
Washington who are testifying, keeping the shipy: ard people back. 

No matter how they figured this, they always arrive at somewhere 
around 1,526 or 1 399, even though inter nally the figures vary widely. 

Under “measurable storage functions,” their memoranda and their 
studies arrive at pretty close to the 280, 277 or 280 figure. “Unmeas- 
urable all other supply functions,” they have in one memo, a require- 
ment of 609 people; in another one, 557; in another one, 703. 

Under “unmeasurable support services,” which include planning, 

captains’ secretaries, security, communications, fiscal, public works, 
they vary everywhere from 333 to 488 to 440, but each time they come 
at 1,322. That is by this system of working with measurement work- 
load, you see. 

Now, they present this very latest one, which is not by this system of 
taking productive rates and workloads, but by going down to the 
su raga s, and by coincidence we again arrive at 1, 396. 

. Horrrevp. Just a moment, there seems to be confusion on that 
saat ears Let’s clear it up. 

Mr. Batwan. I have 1,326. 

Admiral Parks. That is not the corrected copy. 

Mr. Batwan. 1,287. 

Mr. Hoirretp. Which corrected copy ? 

Admiral Parks. The corrected copy ; the 1,326 is the one where we 
made the arithmetical errors: 1,287 1s the corrected estimate of Com- 
mander Twitchell. Actually, that is not his estimate. All he did was 
just add it up. The people who made the estimate were the people 
in the shipyard, the various supervisors down on the working level. 

Mr. Rosack. May I make a further observation on this point? The 
figure computed in the last computation, by asking the people at the 
working level how much they needed under an increased workload has 
no statistical relationship whatsoever to the method of figuring the 
personnel to be saved under all previous computations; is that not 
right ? 

Commander Durant. I believe that’s right. 

Admiral Parks. I think you are right, that we went at this thing in 
a different method. You people were talking to us and you were 
giving us a bad time on these statistics. Now, this method, as I 
pointed out 

Mr. Hoxtrretp. What do you mean by that? 

Admiral Parks. I mean that facetiously, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Hortrterp. I trust you do, because we have tried to be very 
courteous to you and give you every opportunity to correct your figures, 
which you have done several times, and to revise your answers. 

I wouldn’t want the record to show that this committee had given 
the witnesses a bad time. 

Admiral Parks. Let’s strike that and say that the committe staff 
had inquired searchingly into our method of computation of require- 
ments, based on these work measurement figures. 
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Mr. Houirietp. May I say that we have a competent staff, and that it 
is their duty to look searchingly. 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir, I concur heartily in that. As you pointed 
out, we were coming up with all kinds of answers, so I thought the 
best way to do was to go down to the horse’s mouth, to the individuals 
who were going to have to do this work, and say, “How many people 
do you need to do this job?” Personally, I will trust this study better 
than I will all these statistics. 

Commander Durant. I would like to add a remark there. That 
may be true, Admiral, but the fact remains that this is the way we fund, 
and this is the way 

Admiral Parks. Thatisright. I don’t mean to cast complete asper- 
sion on the Bureau’s method of figuring requirements in funding. I 
think it is a useful tool. 

Mr. Houirrevp. Off the record for just a minute. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Hourrretp. The various documents that have been produced, 
except the one with the typographical error, the mathematical error, 
which we will extract, as it is not fair to place that in, will be included 
in the record of the committee, if there is no objection. 

(The material to be submitted is as follows :) 





[Corrected copy] 
SEPTEMBER 15, 1955. 


Personnel requirements 
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[Corrected copy] 
SEPTEMBER 15, 1955. 
Breakdown of personnel required for consolidation 
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Breakdown of personnel required for consolidation—Continued 


Inventory Division: Security apportionment 
1| Communications quota 


Fuel depot: 
Planning and administra- 


Control Division (Lieutenant Com- Material 
mander McKnight) : Security 
Issue control . Maintenance 
Stock control 
Receipt control 
Procurement 


SEPTEMBER 14, 1955. 
Personnel requirements 


Captain’s secretary 1] Fuel depot 
12 

Administrative 31 Total civilians required___ 1, 326 
35 

Inventory 15 | Now funded, San Pedro 

Control division Now funded, Long Beach 

Disposal 

Material division Total civilians 

Public works A ssi cesses ilaciata rattan 1, 326 


Balance (savings attrib- 
uted to the integrated 
operation) 


1Functional summary staffing reconciliation. ; 
SEPTEMBER 14, 1955. 


Breakdown of personnel required for consolidation 


Material Division (Commander 
Lemon) : 
J) le Bre arn Aas a ee greed 206 
er lia ag alin 2 
Administrative Division: Labor and equipment 
Personnel ‘ OREO COO ss i ccceaeninseian 
PERV ae a kc cers 
Total 


Disposal 
Technical Division (electronics, Public works apportionment 
mechanical and ordnance, elec- Iiscal apportionment 
trical) Security apportionment 
Communications quota 


Inventory Division: 
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Fuel depot: 
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Control Division (Lieutenant Com- 
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Issue control 
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Breakdown of staffing reductions planned upon completion of transfer of 
functions to Nawal Shipyard, Long Beach 








Man-months employed, 
June 1955 
Areas 

Naval Ship-| Naval sup- 
yard, Long ply deput, 
Beach San Pedro 
Pherae enarations....< << cee. sss 192 108 
All other supply functions-----.......-.--- 345 405 
Public works 41 150 
eae None 52 
Security..........- None | 65 
Industrial relations None | 10 
Eee ee None 7 

Planning, communication, and office serv- 

Sli avon opnsdcdh restating teceib de abies din 25 45 
Fuel depot. ..... iieideeea th nadpénwnaemee None 65 
Less increase for fuel depot...............- ie me hea ites Le 

Ne elaiaitraiannmiccutibiiimsnsiiniemdiade ne 603 907 











Total 
planned Reduction 
Total {Naval Ship-| 1 + ae 
ard, Long —~ - 
each, after) re 
move 
300 280 20 
750 703 47 
191 117 74 
52 40, 12 
65 28 37 
10 None 10 
7 None 7 
70 | 48 22 
65 | 100 229 
‘ Bs 35 
1, 510 | 1, 316 | 194 
' 
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SEPTEMBER 10, 1955. 


STavEMENT OF CIVILIAN PERSONNEL SAVINGS RESULTING From Lone BEacH NAVAL 
SHIPYARD, NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT, SAN PEDRO MERGER 


The combining of the supply and fiscal functions of the naval supply depot, 
San Pedro, with those of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is calculated to save the 


Government an estimated 283 employees, viz: 





{ 


Com bined | Long Beach| 


average average 


month] 

werkiea’, produetion | 
: rate, Apr 

April through | 


through » 
| July 1955 July 1955 | 


Personne] 


require- 
ments 


. Personnel, naval supply depot, San Pedro, as of Mar. 28, 1955_-_.. 
Personnel, Long Beach Naval Shipyard, as of Mar. 28, 1955 
Essential additional personnel requirements to meet area work- 

load increases (since Mar. 28, 1955) 


Total personnel requirements 








B. Personnel required by Long Beach Naval Shipyard after dis- 
establishment of naval supply depot, San Pedro: 
8-1. Management, planning, and office services 
8-2. Technical 
8-3. Inventory: 
Physical count 
Audit and reconciliation. 
IS 3 cdl hc dccecnsnndneen Biles 6 pee remas | 
Stock control 
Receipt control 
Procurement: 
Requisition and order 
Purchase operations 
Disposal: 
Recording and revorting- 
Sales operation (San Pedro) --..-- 
Physical disposal 
Traffic operation: 
Documentation 
Shipping and receiving 
Household goods (San Pedro) 
. Packing operation: other than household goods 
. Preservation _ - 
. Storage operations: 
Document processing --.----- 
Storage operations: 
Long Beach 














C. Personnel savings (283X$4,032 ?= $1,141,056 monetary aa.|.......... ee i eee 


1 Not applicable. 
1 $4,032 average yearly salary. 
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SEPTEMBER 2, 1955. 


STATEMENT OF CIVILIAN PERSONNEL SAVINGS RESULTING From Lone BEACH NAVAL 
SHIPYARD, NAVAL SUPPLY Depot, SAN PEDRO MERGER 


The combining of the supply and fiscal functions of the naval supply depot, 
San Pedro, with those of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard is calculated to enable 
the Government to accomplish the same program with an estimated 279 less 
employees, viz: 























Combined | Average | 
| average | produc- | 
monthly | tion rate, | Personnel 
workload, | April require- 
April | through | ments 
| through July 
| July 1955 1955 
Siasliesitnniat sik lindas ania i Sahin —| = 
A. Pomeeen required under the separate activity plan: 
Naval supply depot, San Pedro, funded complement as of 
~ Mar. 28, 1955_- ote wht —cliennge bh bouise contwe 845 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, funded | complement as of | 
PI och onc nmninndeaseeescied ihematicnaies euteitiers 578 
Essential "additional personnel requirements to meet area 
workload increases (since Mar. 28, 1955) .....-.-.-.---.---- ee ee ee med 182 
Total personnel pee under separate activity 
DOME ccicncaccheb aay Di ddendca pene nna pice eE Eee Gee aie icmonntateml ae BN 1, 605 
B. Personnel required under the merger plan: Supply functions 
(including outside shop support, i. e., riggers, carpenters, public 
works, etc.): | 
S-1. Management, planning, and office services - -- -- ‘a (1) (1) | 43 
S-2. Technical... --...s.-- Gubetnahmieminecas sia wats 23, 508 6. 02 23 
S-3. Inventory: | | 
Physical count. ..............-.--- bereied toc 20, 947 20. 08 | 6 
Audit and reconciliation - sens eae 15, 486 15. 72 | 6 
S-4. Issue control. -.--..--- ae ous penapnnameen 35, 282 | 6.11 | 34 
S-5. Stock control. ....-_- ee vain neba — 97, 235 5.23 | 109 
S-6. Receipt aes oi teens spy lake 39, 422 5. 20 45 
S-7. Procurement: | 
Requisition and order weuenipnk caeieane Suet 9, 607 3. 43 17 
Purchase operations___-.--._-- : ae 5, 233 1. 38 | 22 
8-8. Disposal: 
MOCO BING SONONTI oo ono do ncn cco 2, 529 4.21 | 
Sales operation (San Pedro) .--.-.....---.-------.- } 3, 914 | 2.14 11 
EN oon ntnn wirmiraine is 5 sail 3, 840 | 2. 86 | 8 
8-9. Traffic operation: | | 
Documentation - ..........-.------ dito 84, 446 | 13. 09 | 38 
Shipping and receiving_- jeeaaenens xen 54, 237 3.27 | 98 
5-10. Packing operation: | 
Other than household goods_........_.--- 12, 552 1.14 65 
Household goods (San Pedro) __....--.---- ene 902 | . 34 16 
hj ORIEN cs is eee cco cee ae aed 31, 880 3. 30 57 
S-12, Storage operations: | 
Pants DOOM oo oo occ cco cencscece< aces 100, 672 6. 08 97 
Storage operations: | | 
Re UD is sii sadness ae news ness : 16, 556 | . 82 119 
San Pedro_.__.-- Ri 30, 209 | 2. 92 61 
S-13. Waterfront operation (San Pedro)... Geers _— a 12, 004 | 1. 40 50 
S-16. Labor and equipment overhead .....-..-----.-.---.--.| (4) (1) 9 
Oe ae ee a ee deelas rues eee ees (1) (1) 114 
Outside shlp support ictal winters psn .| (‘) ) 104 
Total supply funded complement-__.-........-- Pe re ee cancel 1, 156 
Functions other than supply: | | | 
PS Mek, aie pe a dl en it oe = AQ 
A-6. Security een = all a 28 
A-7. Communications (neluding administration) ._.--- i sides apelin its eaaisttaetestahinae 2 
eer Se ai erica wadeemiwotndnatsietacesseawiawes Snail 100 
Total merger plan and new fuel depot per- 
sonnel requirements- . .---- ee aes suusalca ‘ 1, 326 
C. Potential calculated savings monetary annual, $1,124,928. ....._.|_- 


pai ‘ 279 
D. On board, as of ——— ‘ = was aia s cehaiedradabaeeai hes ds 
E. Number of civilian personnel on board not required _ os onl Rai nea i 


Not applicable. 
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(Subsequently Rear Adm, Parks sent the following letter containing 
an estimate of personnel savings :) 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
Washington 25 D. C., September 21, 1955. 


Hon. CHet HoLirie.p, 
House of Representatives, Washinaton 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Houirie.p: With regard to the hearings on the proposed closing 
of NSD, San Pedro, I realize that the evidence regarding the amount of personnel 
savings was confusing. This, I believe, was caused by the fact that members of 
the committee staff were furnished too much information rather than too little. 
They asked for, and received, working copies of several studies indicating vari- 
ous amounts of personnel savings. It should be noted that these various studies 
did not necessarily carry the official approval of the Navy Department, and that 
the only two figures in personnel savings which have been officially submitted by 
the Navy were the savings of 200 estimated by Admiral Arnold in his original 
testimony and the figure of 195 which I submitted to the committee staff. 

The interesting thing about all of these personnel studies, however, is the con- 
sistency with which an estimated saving of approximately 200 people was arrived 
at by various estimators. It will be noted that some studies exceeded this figure 
und some were slightly less, but, as I noted in my testimony, the “gunnery pat- 
tern” quite evidently centered around the saving of 200 people. With these facts 
in mind, some of the confusion relative to the differing amounts of savings may 
be dissipated. 

Since you have indicated that the hearings will remain open for purposes of 
receipt of written evidence, it is requested that this letter be made a part of the 
record of the proceedings. 

Sincerely, 
JoeL D. Parks, 
Rear Admiral, SC, USN, Deputy and Assistant Chief of Bureait. 

Mr. Houirretp. Mr. Roback, at this time we will give you a limited 
time to pursue your inquiries for the benefit of the committee. 

Mr. Rosack. Mr. Chairman, earlier I had requested certain corre- 
spondence relative to the possible acquisition of the Fort MacArthur 
site. Now, leaving that merely as a matter of subsequent documenta- 
tion, I wanted to ask a few questions about that, because we were ad- 
vised at the earlier hearing that this matter had been under surveil- 
jance since 1950, so it goes bac ka few years. 

When did the Navy get the Fort MacArthur site from the Army? 
Does anyone here know ? 

Mr. Totiiver. I beg your pardon ¢ 

Mr. Ronack. When did the N: ivy acquire the Fort MacArthur site 
from the Army ? 

Mr. Touiiver. It was a paper acquisition. To my knowledge, we 
never had possession. Now, some of it goes back before my time. 

Admiral Parks. Mr. Meade ought to know the answer to that. 

Mr. Houirretp. Mr. Meade, do you know as to that ? 

Mr. Mrapr. I don’t have the actual date of that acquisition by the 
Navy from the Army. It concerns zone 3 of the lower reservation, 
and the Navy did acquire possession and retained that possession for 
some little time. 

Mr. Howtrrerp. Could you give us the approxim: ite vears involved ? 

Mr. Meape. About 1947, 1 would say. That is a very approximate 
date. 

Mr. Rospack. Mr. Chairman, in 1947, when consideration was being 
given to the disestablishment of the depot, and the commander of the 
Western Sea Frontier had raised objections, this matter had gone to 
Washington for consideration, his report. Now, if there is any chal- 


68378—55 ( 
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lenge to the accuracy of this, I would like to have it from the wit- 
nesses. The Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts and the 
Chief of the Bureau of Ships both concurred with the general recom- 
mendations of the commander of the Western Sea Frontier. It was 
stated, among other things—this was the Chief of the Bureau of 
Supplies and “Accounts, memorandum dated May 13, 1947: 


It has been the plan of this Bureau to retain the naval supply depot at San 
Pedro and the transfer of the Fort MacArthur site from the Army was effected 
with this objective in mind. 

Sometime along 1947, apparently, it acquired this site. 

Now, in April of 1950 the site was given back to the Army. At the 
time the depot, which had been closed for awhile, was reactivated. 
The Navy again went to the Army and said, “We want the site back.” 
The Army said, “You can’t have it.” 

Then the Chief of Naval Operations said in effect : 

We are sympathetic with this general idea, but let’s see what the Bureau of 
Supplies and Accounts has in mind as a possible alternative. 

I merely recount this little sequence to indicate that over a period 
of years dated from 1947, there has been consideration given to the 
acquisition of the MacArthur site, and the judgment not only by the 
commander of the Western Sea Frontier, but by the two bureaus 
involved in Washington, and by the Chief of Naval Operations, that 
that would have been a preferable thing to the one that is apparently 
now taking place. 

Do you understand, Admiral Parks, that this merger is a basic 
change in policy in the Navy, in the light of what I have said ¢ 

Admiral Parks. It isa basic change of policy in the Navy, as far as 
this area is concerned. This is not a basic change in overall Navy 
policy. 

Mr. Ronack. What is your comment with regard to the observation 
of the commander of the Western Sea Frontier, that consolidation of 
shipyard and naval supply functions is not in the best long-range 
interests of the Naval Establishment ? 

Admiral Parks. That was made 8 years ago, and that of course was 
his opinion. The man who was commander, Western Sea Frontier, 
at that time is no longer commander of Western Sea Frontier. 

Mr. Rosack. I pointed out that that observation specifically, and 
several others, were concurred in by the parent bureaus, and by the 
Chief of Naval Operations, who however saw that other arrange- 
ments might have to be made if they were pinched for funds. 

Admiral Parks. We are talking about ancient history now, or at 
least it is 8 years ago. I can’t say what they had in mind then. I can 
say that it was before Korea; that certain conc epts have changed since 
that time, such as furnishing supply support from naval shipy: ards. 
As I testified earlier, immediately after the war, I think about 1947, 
the thinking of the Navy Department was that a shipyard shouldn’t 
have any supply responsibilities other than support of itself. It would 
have been, of course, very convenient to have a supply depot if we could 
have afforded it. It would have cost a lot more money to have had a 
supply depot; theoretically, it would have been a good idea to have a 
supply depot alongside each shipyard. However, practically. it is just 
more expensive. 
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We can spend the defense dollar to better use elsewhere, rather than 
going along on this theoretical advantage of the shipyard not having 
any supply. responsibility except to itself. 

Mr. Horsey. Any additional questions? 

Admiral Parks. I would like to say now that commander, Western 
Sea Frontier, has concurred in this transfer. It was taken up with 
him before the decision to abolish the depot was finalized. 

Mr. Rosack. It represents no conflict in Navy policy with respect to 
the command relationships and with respect to the acquisition of sup- 
ply activities by a shipyard, in your opinion ? 

Admiral Parks. Certainly not. 

Mr. Larscoms. When was this taken up with the commander of 
the 

Admiral Parks. It was taken up by Commander Collins on his trip 
out here approximately 2 or 3 weeks before the decision to do this 
was finalized. 

Mr. Liescoms. When was that? 

Admiral Parks. I can’t say exactly, but it was 2 or 3 weeks prior to 
the—when was the announcement ? 

Mr. Ropacn. March. 

Admiral Parks. It wasin March. And if the date of the announce- 
ment of the plan was March 28, then it was some time in early March. 

Mr. Ropack. Mr. Chairman, T want to ask this question, citing from 
the committee report: 

It is obvious from the record that the Navy did not carefully plan this move. 
The decision to disestablish the depot was made without preparing for the neces- 
sary office accommodations at the shipyard. Indeed, the decision, once announced, 
had to be deferred to allow for preparatory work. 

Are you in agreement with that statement ? 

Admiral Parks. Concur. 

Mr. Ropackx. What is the status of the project in Washington for 
the conversion of warehouse space? I ask the question in connection 
with a statement made in the previous committee hearing that author- 
ity for this project had been granted. 

Admiral Parks. Well, that statement was correct and it was wrong. 
In this kind of a project, you have to get two approvals. You have to 
get approval from the DOD, Department of Defense, for conversion of 
the warehouse space. That had been obtained, I believe—is it by 
memorandum or orally—from Mr. Caputo in talking with Mr. Tolli- 
ver. 

Now, the other approval is the expenditure of the funds, and that 
thing has not come throught yet. That has to go up through the Comp- 
troller’s people. That hasn‘t been approved as yet. We hope that it 
will be. 

Mr. Horirreitp. And so you still do not have final approval to spend 
the funds to make this change? 

Admiral Parks. No, sir. 

Mr. Houirrevp. But you are going ahead and proceeding daily in 
making the change? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir, in antic ipation that we will. 

Mr. Houirretp. You don’t think that you are taking any chances, 
then; you have been assured orally that this second approval will be 
forthcoming? 
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Admiral Parks. I have not been assured. However, I do know that 
it has Mr. Thomas’ blessing, and that I have every hope that the money 
will be approved. 

Mr. Batwan. May I add: In our investigations, we tried to find 
out where this approval was. We understand that it had gone from 

suShips to the Shore Station Development Board and was at the 
present time in Secretary Fogler’s Office. After it is approved by 
that Office, I think it gets Secretary Thomas’ approvi al and then has 
to be approved in the ¢ Mice of Installations and Property, or Property 
and Installations of the Office of the Secretary of Defense. This thing 
is not final yet, although we have no reason to believe that it is going 
to be impeded anywhere as a result of this. But we had some indica- 
tion from that Office that perhaps the subcommittee’s inquiry had 
something to do with, at least for the time being, the matter of approv- 
ing that expenditure. 

Admiral Parks. That of course is knowledge I don’t have. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. I believe this is the first time that we have had any 
‘estimony that Secretary of the Navy Thomas has approved this. 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. He is behind this. He is in favor of 
the consolidation. 

Mr. Batwan. He has not approved it 

Admiral Parks. No, sir, it hasn’t reached him yet. The Assistant 
Secretary's Office and his people there are going over it, probably 
with the idea of trying to cut down some of the money. 

Mr. Rosack. Admiral Parks, in vour testimony on page 2, vou make 
reference to expenditures or charges which may have to be made by 
reason of court judgment. 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ropack. You have deleted those from the initial estimate of 
the one-time costs of disestablishment. Now. T would like to request 
for the record, through Admiral Parks, from the appropriate officials, 
a summary of the litigation in the case. 

Mr. Hotrtrrerp. Can that be furnished ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


[Enelosure 1] 


Civit 13204-WM CoverRING CERTAIN PARCELS OF LAND OCCUPIED BY THE NAVAL 
SuppLy Depot, SAN Pepro, CALIF. 


The Secretary of the Navy by letter of January 5, 1951, reestablished the 
naval supply depot, San Pedro, effective February 1, 1951. At the time of 
reactivation of the depot no final settlement had been executed covering property 
leased from the Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Co. under leases NOy (R) 33863 
and 87547. Efforts to negotiate a new lease with the Outer Harbor Dock & 
Wharf Co. were unsuccessful. The chief ground of contention was the owner- 
ship of warebonses 104, 105, 106, 107, and 108, constructed by the Navy on the 
land during World War II. Failing to negotiate a new lease, civil action 
3204-WM was filed on June 14, 1951, covering the following parcels of land: 
(a) Pareel No. 1: 4.878 acres improved with warehouse No, 104, effective 
March 15, 1951, for a term of years ending June 30, 1956 ; 
(bh) Pareel No. 2: 15.847 acres improved with warehouses 105, 106, 107, 
and 108 for a term of years ending June 30, 1956; 
(ec) Parcel No. 3: 2.41 acres of land for a term of years ending June 30, 
1956. 
On May 24, 1955 the court entered judgment as to improvements in connection 
with the Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Co. case No. 13204-WM civil that the Gov- 
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ernment did not have title to the improvements. Copy of the judgment is 
attached, as is a copy of the court’s memorandum of decision. 

The Department of Justice has been negotiating with the Outer Harbor Dock & 
Wharf Co. for a settlement of the civil and the restoration in connection with 
the termination of the original leases NOy (R) 33863 and 38547. 

It is understood that the Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Co. has offered to settle 
for $900,000. This proposed settlement is understood to cover all claims in 
connection with the use of property covered by civil 18204—-WM. 


In the United States District Court, Southern District of California, Central 
Division 


No. 13204—-W M—Civil 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, PLAINTIFI 
Ux 


(*ERTAIN PARCELS OF LAND IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA; OUTER HARBOR Dock & WHARF COMPANY, A COROPORA- 
TION : GOODYEAR TIRE AND RUBBER COMPANY, INC., A CORPORATION: CITY OF 

Los ANGELES, A MUNICIPAL CORPORATION ; ET AL. DEFENDANTS 


JUDGMENT (ON ISSUE OF OWNERSHIP OF AND TITLE TO WAREHOUSE BUILDINGS AND 
OBLIGATION OF PLAINTIFF TO PAY COMPENSATION FOR TAKING THEREOF) 


The above-entitled cause having come on regularly before the Court upon 
stipulation for trial by the Court of the issue of the obligation of plaintiff to pay 
compensation to defendants for the taking in these proceedings of certain im- 
provements situated upon the land and being condemned in these proceedings, 
which improvements were constructed by plaintiff prior to July 24, 1950, and 
consist of warehouses (Warehouse Buildings 104, 105. 106, 107, and 108), rail- 
road trackage, surface paving, underground utilities and earth fill: and the issue 
having heen tried by the Court upon documentary and oral evidence duly pre- 
sented to the Court in such trial: and the Court having duly considered the 
evidence and being fully advised in the premises; and the issue having been 
duly submitted to the Court for decision and judgment: and the Ceurt having 
made its Findings of Fact and having stated separately its Conclusions of Law 
thereon ; it is hereby ordered, adjudged, and decreed as follows : 


I 


Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Company is the owner of and holds title to the 
warehouse buildings, railroad trackage, surface paving, underground utilities, 
earth fill and other improvements affixed to and located upon Parcels 1, 2 (a), 
2 (b), 2 (e), and 2 (d) as of the date the within condemnation action was filed 
on June 14, 1951, including Warehouses No. 104, 105, 106, 107, and 108 all as 
described and set forth in plaintiff's complaint on filed herein. 


II 


Plaintiff United States is equitably estopped to deny that Outer Harbor is the 
owner Of and holds title to the warehouse buildings, railroad trackage, surface 
paving, underground utilities, earth fill and other improvements located upon 
Parcels 1,2 (a), 2 (b), 2 (¢), and 2 (da), being condemned in the within action; 
and is equitably estopped to assert in these proceedings that it retained any 
right, title, or interest in or to the said warehouse buildings, railroad trackage, 
surface paving, underground utilities, earth fill, and other improvements from 
and after July 25, 1950. 

Ill 


The plaintiff United States is obligated to pay just compensation to the defend- 
ants for the taking herein of said warehouse buildings, railroad trackage, surface 
paving, underground utilities, earth fill, and other improvements. The issue 
of the amount of such just compensation for the taking of said improvements and 
the respective rights and shares in said compensation of each of the defendants 
is reserved for further trial in these proceedings. 
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IV 


The Court determines that there is no just reason for delay in entering final 
judgment upon the issue of title to the said improvements being in defendant 
Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Company and the obligation of plaintiff to pay 
compensation to defendants for the taking thereof, and the Court expressly 
directs the entry of the within judgment, pursuant to Rule 54 (b) of the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure. 

Dated: May 24, 1955. 


United States District Judge. 


[Enclosure 2] 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY, 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA, 
Los Angeles, May 9, 1955. 
Re Civil No. 13204-WM (Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Co.) 
UNITED STATES NAVAL STATION, 
Naval Properties Branch, Los Angeles, 
Long Beach, Calif. 
(Attention: Mr. Frank F. Mead.) 
GENTLEMEN : We enclose a copy of Memorandum of Decision by Judge Mathes in 
the above-numbered case, filed May 3, 1955. 
Very truly yours, 
LAUGHLIN E. WATERS, 
United States Attorney. 


[Filed: May 38, 1955] 


In the United States District Court for the Southern District of California, 
Central Division 


No. 18204-WM 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, PLAINTIFF 
Vv. 


CERTAIN PARCELS OF LAND, ETC.: OUTER Harsor Dock & WHARF CoMPANY ; Goop 
YEAR TIRE & RUBBER COMPANY, INC.; City OF LoS ANGELES, ET AL. ; DEFENDANTS 


MEMORANDUM OF DECISION 


Laughlin E. Waters, Esquire 
United States Attorney 
Joseph F. McPherson, Esquire 
Special Assistant to the Attorney General 
Richard A. Levine, Esquire 
Assistant United States Attorney 
600 Federal Building, Los Angeles 12, California 
for Plaintiff 
Messrs. L. A. Gibbons 
Jerry H. Powell 
Douglas C, Gregg 
A. Andrew Hauk 
Sheldon C. Houts 
617 West Seventh Street, Los Angeles 14, California 
for Defendant Outer Harbor Dock & Wharf Company 
Messrs. O’Melveny & Myers 
Paul Fussell 
Pierce Works 
William W. Alsup 
Bennett W. Priest 
433 South Spring Street, Los Angeles 13, California. 
. for Defendant Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company 








ss 
— 
mJ 


MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES 


Roger Arnebergh, City Attorney 
Arthur W. Nordstrom, Assistant City Attorney 
City Hall, Los Angeles 12, California 
for Defendant City of Los Angeles 
Matnes, District Judge: t 

This is an action by the United States to condemn a leasehold in several parcels 
of land located at Los Angeles harbor. [See United States vy. Land, 15 F. R. D. 
224 (8S. D. Cal. 1954).] Jurisdiction is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1358. [See 
id. § 1845.] The ultimate question to be decided is whether the Government is 
bound to pay compensation for certain improvements affixed to the land being 
condemned. 

The Navy Department constructed the improvements in question—consisting 
of warehouses, railroad trackage, underground utilities, and earth fill—while 
using the land for a Naval Supply Depot under the terms of two World War II 
subleases, now expired, which had been negotiated with defendant Outer Harbor 
Dock & Wharf Company. The Government contends that these improvements 
remain the property of the United States, for which no compensation need be 
paid. 

The problems of law involved are such as to require a recital in some detail 
of the facts as disclosed by the evidence adduced upon the separate trial of the 
issne as to ownership. [Fed. R. Civ. Proc., Rules 71A(a) and 42(b), 28 U.S. C. A.] 

Since 1912, defendant Outer Harbor has been lessee of the condemned land, 
originally under a lease from the city of San Pedro and, since annexation, from 
the city of Los Angeles. The present lease expires on February 13, 1956. 

sy two separate subleases—the first executed October 1, 1943 for a term expir- 
ing June 80, 1944; and the second executed July 15, 1944 for a term expiring 
June 30, 1945—Outer Harbor subleased this same land to the Navy Department. 
The first sublease covered three of the parcels; the second sublease covered 
two of the remaining parcels. Each sublease was by its terms renewable; and 
each was renewed from time to time until 1950, under certain conditions not 
here relevant. 

soth subleases provided that: “The Government shall have the right, during 
the existence of this lease, to * * * erect * * * structures * * in or upon the 
premises hereby leased * * *; which structures so * * * attached to the said 
premises shall be and remain the property of the Government and may be re- 
moved therefrom by the Government prior to the termination of this lease, and 
the Government, if required by the Lessor, shall, before the expiration of this 
lense or renewal thereof, restore the premises to the same condition as that 
existing at the time of entering upon the same under this lease * * *,” 

Thus, in short, the Government reserved its property right in the additions 
nmde to the premises; it retained the right to remove these improvements prior 
to termination of the subleases; and it agreed on demand to restore the premises 
hefore expiration of the subleases. 

By letter of October 27, 1949, the Navy notified Outer Harbor that both sub- 
leases would be terminated “during the first half of the calendar year 1950”, and 
cnlled Outer Harbor’s attention to the restoration obligation 

On November 28, 1949, Outer Harbor answered, stating that it desired restora- 
tion of the demised premises, but that it would waive restoration upon payment 
of $175,000. On June 5, 1950, Outer Harbor again advised the Navy bv letter 
that it would require restoration. On June 16, 1950, the Navy gave Outer Harbor 
written notice of termination of the earlier sublease as of June 30, 1950, leaving 
the removal problem to “be taken up with you by the Commandant.” The later 
sublease expired by its own terms on June 30, 1950. 

nm June 23, 1950, Outer Harbor notified the Navy by letter that it desired 
the buildings and structures removed upon termination of the subleases, but 
offered to negotiate the matter. By letter dated July 6, 1950, the Navy accepted 
Outer Harbor’s demand for restoration. 

While all this correspondence was taking place, representatives of the Navy 
and of Outer Harbor carried on certain significant oral negotiations. Mr. Mead 
and, to a lesser extent, Mr. Muench represented the Navy, while a Mr. Tilley 
represented Outer Harbor. 

The chain of command and of authority among the Navy’s representatives ran 
from) Admiral Jelley (Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks in Washington) 
to Captain Johnson (the District Public Works Officer of the Eleventh Naval 
District at San Diego) to Mr. Muench (Director of Property Administration at 
San Diego) to Mr. Mead (Manager of the Real Estate Branch at Los Angeles.) 











9S MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES 


On June 23, 1950, two days before the Navy surrendered possession of the 
premises to Onter Harbor, Messrs. Mead and Tilley discussed the possibility of 
transfer of ownership of the buildings by the Navy to Outer Harbor to satisfy 
the Government's restoration obligation. Because Tilley then pressed for 
prompt action on formal transfer of ownership of the structures, Mead realized 
that the arrangement would have to be consummated quickly if at all. He also 
knew that in transferring ownership of the buildings and in paying $175,000 to 
Outer Harbor for a waiver of the right to require restoration of the premises, 
the Navy would be freed of the substantial cost of removal of the buildings. 
set by the Government’s estimate at $288,000-—$113,000 in excess of the proposed 
payment to Outer Harbor. 

On July 11, 1950, Tilley informed Mead by telephone that Outer Harbor would 
reduce its demand from $175,000 to $155,000 provided a firm commitment be 
made by the Navy within a week. Transfer of ownership of the buildings was 
of course an integral part of this offer. Mead promptly informed Muench of 
the reduced offer, and on the same day Muench requestéd the Bureau of Yards 
and Docks for “authority to inform lessor of Government’s acceptance.” 

Admiral Jelley, the Chief of the Bureau, replied on July 21, 1950; “Authority 
given to accept offer of settlement of Outer Harbor Dock and Wharf to be con- 
ditioned upon release of all obligations and claims including any claim of the 
Harbor Department as prime lessor.” 

On July 24, 1950, Muench informed Mead, who in turn informed Tilley, of this 
grant of authority. Tilley then drew up a letter, setting forth Outer Harbor'’s 
reduced offer, and dated it back to July 10, 1250, following which he and Mead 
went to confer with Muench in San Diego, to consummate the transaction. 
There, in Tillev’s presence Muench dictated a letter reciting the authority to 
accept the $155,000 offer and authorizing Outer Harbor to take immediate pos- 
session of the premises; and Captain Johnson then signed it on behalf of the 
Navy. 

‘The understanding thus reached at this San Diego meeting was that from 
that time on, the buildings belonged to Outer Harbor. It was considered by the 
negotiating parties that the transaction was completed as far as could be done 
locally. 

The parties alsu understood, however, that in order to secure payment of the 
$155,000, written agreements supplemental to the subleases would have to be pre- 
pared and sent to Washington. When returned, these supplemental agreements 
would serve as a basis on which a voucher could be issued and the money paid. 

On the following day, July 25, 1950, in execution of this arrangement, the 
Navy delivered possession to Outer Harbor of all the leased premises including 
the warehouses. 

Further evidence of the authority of the Navy’s local representative was given 
on July 28, 1950, when the Bureau of Yards and Docks in Washington wrote to 
Outer Harbor that the District Public Works Officer (Captain Johnson) had been 
authorized “to effect settlement of this matter [the claims arising out of the 
Government's occupancy under the two subleases] on terms and conditions 
mutually agreeable to the Government and your Company.” 

On September 1, 1950, Mead sent to Outer Harbor the proposed supplemental! 
agreements, which set forth the cash consideration of $155,000 agreed on, and a 
recital of the transfer to Outer Harbor of ownership of the warehouses. Outer 
Harbor thereupon signed the documents and returned them to Mead. 

Following the transfer back of possession of the premises on July 25, 1950, 
Outer Harbor expended approximately $50,000 to alter and repair the warehouses 
in order to make them conform to the City’s building code, Outer Harbor addi- 
tionally spent approximately $10,000 in advertising and to compensate real estate 
brokers for finding a tenant for the warehouses. On September 15, 1950, Outer 
Harbor leased four of the warehouses to defendant Goodyear Tire and Rubber 
Company for a period of five years at a monthly rental of $7,624.49. 

On September 26, 1950, the Harbor Department sent a letter to Mead stating 
that “The Government is not obligated to the City in any manner in connection 
with its use of the subject premises * * *,” 

On November 15, 1950, Mead sent the supplemental agreements back to Outer 
Harbor, so that the corporate seal, which had been omitted at the time of execu 
tion, could be affixed. After affixing the seal and conforming the termination date 
to that of the original lease agreement with the City, Outer Harbor again returned 
the completed documents to Mead. 

On November 27, 1950, Muench sent the supplemental agreements, as finally 
executed by Outer Harbor, to the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks (Ad 
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miral Jelley) in Washington. The Bureau of Yards and Docks voiced no 
objection to the supplemental agreements, but the Bureau of Supplies and 
Accounts held up formal approval for payment without disclosing any reason. 
The result is that the supplemental agreements have never as yet been signed by 
any representative of the Government. 

In a circular letter dated January 5, 1951, the Secretary of the Navy directed 
that the Naval Supply Depot at Los Angeles harbor be re-established as of Febru- 
ary 1, 1951. On January 18, 1951, the Bureau of Yards and Docks granted 
authority to the local Public Works Officer to negotiate “for new leases with 
property owners including provision for restoration obligations incurred under 
old leases.” 

By a letter dated January 24, 1951, Mead requested Outer Harbor’s proposed 
terms for a sublease of one of the warehouses, as well as the asking price for 
the structure. From about January 15, 1951, to about May 18, 1951, officials of 
the Navy negotiated with Goodyear for the other warehouses. Because no agree- 
ment could be reached between the Navy and Outer Harbor or Goodyear, the 
original complaint in condemnation in this action was filed on June 14, 1951. 

In the original complaint the Government tendered no issue as to ownership 
of the improvements, but alleged: “That the Secretary of the Navy * * * has 
determined that it is necessary that the United States acquire the following 
interests in the hereinafter described lands and improvements thereon * * *,” 
And further alleged that the warehouses “are owned in fee by the City of Los 
Angeles, and are subject to a sublease to defendant Goodyear Tire & Rubber 
Company * * *,” 

Over a year after filing the original complaint, by an amendment on December 
‘9, 1952, the Government alleged that it sought by this action to condemn the 
land “Together with all improvements thereon which are not owned by the 
United States. * * * That such real property exclusive of improvements are 
owned in fee by the city of Los Angeles and are subject to a sublease to defend- 
ant * * * Goodyear * * *, but plaintiff makes no admission as to the ownership 
of the improvements consisting of but not limited to [the] Warehouses * * * 
but demands strict proof of ownership by defendant in any demand for just 
compensation.” 

On March 3, 1953 the Government for the first time filed a Declaration of 
Taking, which declares that “The estate hereby taken in each parcel is a term 
for years in and to the lands, less and except any and all right, title and 
interest owned or held by the United States * * * in each parcel prior to the 
beginning of such term for years.” 

In order to protect its rights to compensation as sublessee, Goodyear continued 
making monthly rental payments to Outer Harbor until the Declaration of Tak- 
ing was filed on March 38, 1953. 

On these facts defendants contend: (1) that by the provisions of the subleases 
in effect at the time the improvements were made, title passed to Outer Harbor 
at the termination of the subleases; or (2) that the proposed supplemental 
agreements between the Navy and Outer Harbor were effective to pass to Outer 
Harbor title to the improvments; or (3) that a contract to make a contract 
was formed between the parties; or, in all events, (4) that the Government is 
now estopped to assert any title it may have because of the conduct of its 
officials on which both Outer Harbor and Goodyear reasonably relied to their 
detriment. 

Since “there is no federal general common law” [Frie R. Co. v. Tompkins, 
204 U. S. 64, 78 (1988)], and no federal statute controls the matter, title to 
the improvements in controversy, which are fixtures (Cal. Civ. Code § 660) 
and thus part of the realty [Bell v. Bank of Perris, 52 Cal. App. 2d 66, 125 F. 
2d 829 (1942) ], is governed by the law of the place where situated—|[ California. 
(Cal. Civ. Code § 755) O'Donnell v. United States, 91 F. 2d 14 (9th Cir. 1937), 
reversed on other grounds, 303 U.S. 501 (1938).] 

The law of California is well settled that: “If [fixtures] * * * are not 
removed during the term of the tenancy or within a reasonable time thereafter, 
they remain part of the realty.” [Trabue Pittman Corp. v. Los Angeles County, 
29 Cal. 2d 3885, 175 F. 2d 512, 518 (1946): Wadman v. Burke, 147 Cal. 351, 81 
Pac. 1012 (1905) ; see Smith v. United States, 113 F. 2d 191, 193 (10th Cir. 1940).] 

Absent a specific stipulation to the contrary, where “the government reserved 
the privilege of removing * * * [the structures] at the end of the lease or 
within ninety days thereafter”, ownership passes if the structures are not 
removed within the stipulated time. [United States v. Hayman, 115 F. 2d 599, 


68373—55 8 











100 MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES 


601 (7th Cir. 1940); see Cone v. Western Trust and Savings Bank, 21 Cal. 
App. 2d 176, 68 F. 2d 981 (1937) .] 

3ut where as here the parties to a lease specifically agree that the improve- 
ments “shall be and remain the property of the Government * * *,” thus evi- 
dencing a clear intent contrary to the law of fixtures, their expressed intention 
is controlling. [See: Anderson-Tully Co. vy. United States, 189 Fed. 192, 196 (5th 
Cir.), cert. denied, 342 U. S. 826 (1951) ; Searl v. School District, 1383 U. S. 553, 
561 (1890).] In such a case, the specific reservation of property in the Govern- 
ment cannot be ignored. 

It is also noted that the parties to the subleases here were, of necessity, aware 
of the prime lease from the city of Los Angeles to Outer Harbor; and had the) 
desired ownership of the improvements to pass to Outer Harbor so instante on 
termination of the subleases, it would have been a simple matter for them 
expressly so to provide by employing language similar to that used in the prime 
lease, which provides: “* * * upon the expiration * * * of said * * * lease 
* * * all [improvements] * * * constructed * * * by [Outer Harbor] * * * 
shall be and become the property of the city of Los Angeles without compensation 
therefor * * *,” 

In these circumstances, failure of the parties here to emply in the subleases 
language expressly transferring ownership of the improvements to the sub- 
lessor, Outer Harbor, precludes any conclusion that the parties intended title 
should automatically pass upon termination of the subleases. 

It is worthy of mention, too, that pendency of the negotiations for a compro- 
mise of the restoration obligation—involving as they did the same structures— 
dispels any inference of intent on the part of the Navy to abandon and sur- 
render the improvements at the time possession was surrendered on July 25, 
1950. [Wm. Wolff & Co. v. Canadian Pac. Ry. Co., 123 Cal. 535, 56 Pac. 4538 
(1899); St. John vy. Kidd, 26 Cal. 263 (1864): see: Old Dominion Co. v. United 
States, 269 U. S. 55, 65 (1925) ; Baglin v. Cusenier Co., 221 U. S. 580, 597 (1911) ; 
Anderson-Tully Co. v. United States, supra, 189 IF, 2d et 197.] 

Turning now to the issue of equitable estoppel, it should be recalled at the out- 
set that the power of this court to apply the rules of equity in any case is de 
rived from section 2 of article III of the Constitution, wherein it is declared that 
“the judicial Power of the United States shall extend to all Cases in Law and 
Equity arising under this Constitution, the laws of the United States * * *.” 
[U. S. CONST, Art. ITI, Sec. 2.] 

Until the 1948 revision of the Judicial Code, the language of the conferring 
statute gave the District Courts “jurisdiction * * * of all suits of a civil nature, 
at common law or in equity, brought by the United States * * *.”) [28 U. S.C. 
§$ 41 (1), (1940 ed.) ; cf. id. § 257.] 

Now, by § 1845 of the new title 28, it is provided that the District Courts “have 
original jurisdiction of all civil actions, suits, or proceedings commenced by the 
United States * * *” [28 U. 8S. C. § 1845; cf. id. $1358.] The words “civil 
actions, suits or proceedings” were substituted for “suits of a civil nature, at 
common law or in equity” in view of the provision of Rule 2 of the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure, that there “shall be one form of action to be known as 
‘civil action.’” [Fed. Rules Civ. Proc., Rule 2 and note 2, 28 U. 8S. C. A.J 

Once granted general jurisdiction over a subject matter, the District Courts 
are empowered in proper cases to exercise their equity jurisdiction as well. That 
is to say, in the language of Briggs v. United Shoe Co., 239 U. S. 48 (1915), 
“the * * * powers of the Federal courts when sitting as courts of equity * * 
can be exerted only in cases otherwise within the jurisdiction of those courts as 
defined by Congress.” [239 U. S. at 50; see Twist v. Prairie Oil Co., 274 U. S. 
684, 689-692 (1927).] 

As to scope it is settled that: “The equity jurisdiction conferred on inferior 
courts of the United States by * * * the Judiciary Act of 1789, 1 Stat. 78, and 
continued [to date] * * * is that of the English court of chancery at the time 
of the separation of the two countries.” [Matthews v. Rodgers, 284 U. 8S. 521, 
529 (1932).] 

“From the beginning’, as Mr. Chief Justice Stone declared for the Court in 
Gordon v. Washington, 295 U. S. 30 (1935), “the phrase ‘suits in equity’ has been 
understood to refer to suits in which relief is sought according to the principles 
applied by the English court of chancery before 1789, as they have been developed 
in the Federal courts.” [295 U. S. at 36; accord, Waterman vy. Canal-Louisiana 
Bank, 215 U. S. 33, 43 (1909) ; In Re Sawyer, 124 U. S. 200, 209 (1888) ; Payne v. 
Hook, 7 Wall. (74 U. 8S.) 425, 430 (1868); United States v. Howland, 4 Wheat. 
(17 U. S.) 108, 115 (1819).] 
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Moreover, as the Court declared inPayne v. Hook, supra: “The equity juris- 
diction conferred on the Federal Courts * * * is uniform throughout the different 
States of the Union.” [7 Wall. (74 U. S.) at 480.] This for the reason explained 
by Mr. Justice Todd for the Court in Robinson v. Campbell, 3 Wheat. (16 U. 8S.) 
212 (1818) : “In some states in the Union, no court of chancery exists, to admin- 
ister equitable relief * * *. A construction, therefore, that would adopt the 
state practice * * * would at once extinguish, in such state, the exercise of 
equitable jurisdiction * * *. The court, therefore, think, that to effectuate the 
purposes of the legislature, the remedies in the courts of the United States are 
to he * * * in equity, not according to the practice of state courts, but accord- 
ing to the principles of * * * equity, as distinguished and defined in that country 
from which we derive our knowledge of those principles.” [8 Wheat. (16 U. S.) 
at 222-293.] 

Equitable estoppel, as an age-old principle of equity, “applies to all cases 
where rights, once valid, are lost by delay, and the implied acquiescence, re- 
quilting from such delay.” 2 STORY’S EQUITY JURISPRUDENCE 776, 
§ 1584 (12th ed. 1897).] “An equitable estoppel is raised in favor of one who, 
in belief that he has good title, is allowed by a property owner to expend money 
on the property.” [2 7d. at 777, § 1537. 

So it is that misleading conduct may serve as a basis for invocation of 
the doctrine of equitable estoppel. As Pomeroy says: “When one of two inno- 
cent persons—that is, persons each guiltness of an intentional, moral wrong— 
must suffer a loss, it must be borne by that one of them who by his conduct— 
acts or omissions—has rendered the injury possible. * * * This most righteous 
principle is sufficient to explain all instances of such estoppel, and although 

raud may be, and often is, an ingredient in the conduct of the party estopped, 
it is not an essential element, if the word is used in its true legal meaning.” 
[3 POMEROY’S EQUITY JURISPRUDENCE 187-188, § 8083 (5th ed. 1941); 
accord, Cal. Civ Code § 3543: Powers v. Pacific Diesel Engine Co., 206 Cal. 

2974 Pac. 512, 1929): Couture v. Ocean Park Bank, 205 Cal. 338, 270 Pac. 943 
(1928) .] 

Pomeroy continues: “Equitable estoppel is the effect of the voluntary conduct 
of a party whereby he is absolutely precluded, both at law and in equity, from 
asserting rights which might perhaps have otherwise existed, either of prop- 
erty, or contract, or of remedy, as against another person, who has in good 
faith relied upon such conduct, and has been led thereby to change his position 
for the worse, and who on his part acquires some corresponding right, either 
of property, of contract, or of remedy.” [8 Id. at 189, § 804.] 

With these principles in mind, consideration is turned to the familiar dictum 
that “there can be no estoppel against the government or its agencies.” [See 
Spencer v. Railroad Retirement Board, 166 F. 2d 342, 345 (3d Cir. 1948) ; Walker- 
Hill Co. v. United ee 8, 162 F. 2d 259, 263 “(7th Cir.), eert. denied, 332 U. S. 
771 (1947) ;N. DE. RB. Phillips Gas & Oil Co., 141 F. 2d 304, 305 (8d Cir. 1944) ; 
United States vy. Glode ‘aie mnity Co., 94 F. 2d 576, 578 (2d Cir.), cert. denied, 
5304 U.S. 575 (1988); Brown v. United States, 102 F. Supp. 1382, 133 (8S. D. Mo. 
1952).] Like all generalizations, this one, too, is apt to mislead if one fails to 
remember that: “General propositions do not decide concrete cases.” [Holmes, 
J., dissenting in Lochner v. New York, 198 U.S. 45, 76 (1905) .] 

Equitable estoppel stands for the basic precepts of common ar clear fair- 
ness, and good conscience. [J/yers v. Hurley Motor Co., 273 U. 18, 24 (1927): 
Vahoning Inv. Co. v. United States. 3 F. Supp. 622 (Ct. Cls. sae cert. denie d, 
291 U. S. 675 (1984): see: Hill v. National Bank, 97 U.S. 450, 152 53 (1878) ; 
Henshaw v. Bissell, 18 Wall. (85 U. 8S.) 256, 271 (1873): Branson v. Wirth, 17 
Wall. (84 U. S.) 32, 42 (1872): Insurance Co. vy. Wilkinson, 13 Wall. (80 U. S.) 
222, 232 (1871); First Federal Trust Co. v. First Nat. Bank, 297 Fed. 353, 356 
Hh Cir. 1924) ; ; Grand Central Public Market v. United States, 22 F. Supp. 119, 

127, 129 (S. D. Cal.), appeal dismissed, 98 F. 2d 1023 (9th Cir. 1938): Cali- 
ae nia Packing Cc orp. V. Sun-Maid Raisin Growers of California, 7 F. Supp. 497, 
199 (S. D. a 1984), reversed on other grounds, 81 F. 2d 674 (9th Cir.), cert. 
denied, 298 U.S. 658 (1936).] 

“The vital eras the Supreme Court has said, “is that he who by his 
language or conduct leads another to do what he would not otherwise have done, 
shall not subject such person to loss or injury by disappointing the expectations 
upon which he acted.” [Dickerson v. Colgrove, 100 U. S., 578, 580 (1879).] 

Because a man should not be permitted to gain an adv: intage through his own 
fraud, actual or constructive [Randon v. Toby, 11 How. (52 U. S.) 4938, 519 
(1850) ], tacit encouragement by conduct has been held sufficient to raise an 








102 MERGER OF. NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES 


estoppel. [Swain v. Seamans, 9 Wall. (76 U. S.) 254, 274 (1869) ; accord, Rob- 
bins v, United States, 21 F. Supp. 403, 407 (Ct. Cls. 1937) .] } 

However, as the Court pointed out in Utah Power & Light Co. v. United States, 
243 U. S. 389 (1917), “the United States is neither bound nor estopped by acts of 
its officers or agents in entering into an arrangement or agreement to do or cause 
to be done what the law does not sanction or permit.” (243 U. S. at 409; Note, 
Reliance on Advice of Government Officials, 33 CORNELL L. Q. 607, 609 (1948) .] 

Many of the cases restate this rule. Like Utah Power & Light Co. v. United 
States, supra, they involve actions of government agents which run counter to 
the law. The fact that the Government is involved is really not a determining 
factor in such cases, for no person can be estopped into a position contrary 
to law. 

Public policy demands that the mandate of the law should override any doc- 
trine of estoppel; so no amount of misrepresentation can prevent a party, 
whether citizen or Government, from asserting as illegal that which the law 
declares to be such. [Federal Crop Insurance Corp. v. Merrill, 332 U. 8. 380 
(1947) ; United States v. Stewart, 311 U. S. 60, 70 (1940) ; Wilber National Bank 
of Oneonta v. United States, 294 U. S. 120 (1935); Utah Power & Light Co. v. 
United States, supra, 243 U. 8. 389; Commissioner v. Union Pac. R. Co., 188 F. 2d 
950 (2d Cir. 1951) ; James v. United States, 185 F. 2d 115, 118-119 (4th Cir. 
1950).] 

Want of authority of the agent whose conduct is relied upon to bind the Gov- 
ernment is another factor to be noted in cases which declare that the doctrine of 
estoppel cannot properly be invoked against the Government. Lack of authority 
is fatal to a claim of estoppel based upon the conduct of an agent. All who deal 
with any agent of the United States are charged with notice of his lawful 
authority. [United States v. Stewart, supra, 311 U. S. at page 70; Wilber 
National Bank of Oneonta v. United States, supra, 294 U. S. at page 123; Wis- 
consin Central H. Co. v. United States, 164 U. S. 190, 210 (1896) ; Lee v. Munroe 
«& Thornton, 7 Cranch (11 U. 8S.) 366, 368-369 (1813) ; United States v. Norton, 
W7 F. 2d 731 (5th Cir. 1935).] 

It is impossible of course for an agent to have authority to bind the Govern- 
ment, or anyone for that matter, contrary to law. [See: Federal Crop Ins. 
Corp. v. Merrill, supra, 332 U. 8. at page 384; United States v. City and County 
of San Francisco, 310 U. 8. 16, 31-82 (1940) ; see Standard Oil Co. of California v. 
United States, 107 F. 2d 402, 416 (9th Cir.), cert. denied, 309 U. S. 654 (1940).] 

On the other hand, acts or omissions of agents lawfully authorized to bind the 
United States or direct its course of conduct during a particular transaction may 
estop the Government. [Lindsey v. Hawes, 2 Black (67 U. S.) 554, 560 (1862) ; 
United States v. Standard Oil Co. of California, 20 F. Supp. 427 (S. D. Cal. 1937).] 

Ritter v. United States, 28 F. 2d 265 (38d Cir. 1928), states the rule succinctly : 
“The acts or omissions of the officers of the government, if they be authorized to 
bind the United States in a particular transaction, will work estoppel against the 
government, if the officers have acted within the scope of their authority.” [28 
I’, 2d at page 267.] 

Accordingly the Government has been held estopped by the actions of an agent 
in the survey of land [Lindsey v. Hawes, supra, 2 Black (67 U. S.) 560], in the 
sale of surplus goods [United States v. Jones, 176 F. 2d 278, 281 (9th Cir. 1949) ], 
in the payment of funds [Walker v. United States, 139 Fed. 409, 412-414 
(C. C. M. D. Ala. 1905) ], in the waiver of a provision in a cost-plus-fixed-fee con- 
tract [Branch Banking & Trust Co. v. United States, 98 F. Supp. 757, 766-769 (Ct. 
Cls.), cert. denied, 342 U. S. 893 (1951) ], and in the grant of lands [United States 
v. Big Bend Transit Co., 42 F. Supp. 459, 474 (E. D. Wash. 1941) ], where the acts 
in question were found to have been lawfully done within the bounds of the 
agent’s authority. [See J. Homer Fritch, Inc. v. United States, 236 Fed. 133, 134 
(9th Cir. 1916), reversed on other grounds, 248 U.S. 458 (1919).] 

Almost three decades ago the Court in Davis v. Pringle, 268 U. 8S. 315 (1925), 
pointed out that “Public opinion as to the peculiar rights and preferences due to 
the sovereign has changed.” [268 U. 8S. at page 318; see: Pound, A Survey of 
Public Interests, 58 HARV. L. REV. 909, 922-923 (1945); Farrer, A Prerogative 
Fallacy—‘That the Crown is not Bound by Estoppel’, 40 L. Q. REV. 511 (1933).] 

And Mr. Justice Frankfurter, in noting the “chilly feeling against sovereign 
immunity”, recently observed for the Court that “even the immunity enjoyed by 
the United States as territorial sovereign is a legal doctrine which has not been 
favored by the test of time. It has increasingly been found to be in conflict 
with the growing subjection of governmental action to the moral judgment.” 

[National Bank vy. Republic of China, 348 U. 8. 356, 359 (1955) .] 
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Both reason and policy, and precedent as well, argue that prejudicial reliance— 
reasonable reliance in good faith upon past and present conduct rather than 
future expectations—warrants invoking the doctrine of equitable estoppel against 
the Government. 

Of course the Government still “may not be sued without its consent * * *” 
[Lynch v. United States, 292 U. 8S. 571, 581 (1934)]; but where consent has been 
granted the case should be decided “as between man and man on the same 
subject-matter.” [United States v. Arredondo, 6 Pet. (31 U. 8S.) 691, 712 
(1832).] 

To summarize, the Government is bound by the doctrine of estoppel where: 
(1) there has been a waiver of sovereign immunity to suit [cf. Hopkins v. 
Clemson Agricultural College, 221 U. S. 636, 646 (1911)], (2) the agent whose 
conduct is relied upon to work an estoppel acted within the scope of his au- 
thority lawfully conferred, and (3) application of the doctrine does not bring 
a result that is either inequitable or contrary to law. [Cf. Smale & Robinson, 
Inc. v. United States, 123 F. Supp. 457, 466-467 (S. D. Cal. 1954).] 

Briefly put, then, in cases where sovereign immunity to suit has been waived, 
the Government can be estopped by the conduct of its agents in the same circum- 
stances as a private individual, partnership, or corporation. 

This being a condemnation suit by the Government in which ownership of 
certain buildings must be adjudicated, defendants should be permitted to invoke 
the doctrine here. The law requires, it is true, that: “Men must turn square 
corners when they deal with the Government.” [Rock Island, A. & L. R. Co. vy. 
United States, 254 U. S. 141, 143 (1920).] But as observed by Mr. Justice Jack- 
son upon dissenting in Federal Crop Ins. Corp. v. Merrill, supra, “there is no 
reason why the square corners should constitute a one-way street.” 332 U. 8, 
at pages 387-388. ] 

To apply the principles of equitable estoppel here, it is recalled that Admiral 
Jelley specifically authorized Captain Johnson, and through him subordinates 
Muench and Mead, to accept Outer Harbor’s offer of settlement which called for 
transfer to Outer Harbor of title to the improvements. This grant of authority 
fully empowered and authorized these agents of the Government to make a 
binding settlement disposing of title to the improvements. The condition at- 
tached to the grant of authority was satisfied by the letter of the Harbor Depart- 
ment freeing the Government of obligation to the City of Los Angeles. Thus 
the case at bar does not present a situation of broad and vague authority con- 
ferred upon a Government representative, but one of narrow, specific and quali- 
fied authority concerning one individual matter, expressly conferred on a par- 
ticular occasion for a particular purpose. 

Here, Muench and Mead did no more than accept Outer Harbor’s offer, which 
was clearly within the scope of their express, albeit limited, authority. 

Under these circumstances, it is not difficult to perceive why the agents both 
of the Navy and of Outer Harbor considered Outer Harbor owner of the improve- 
ments from the time of the Muench-Mead-Tilley meeting on July 24, 1950. Outer 
Harbor reasonably and in good faith believed from the words, conduct, and letters 
of the Government agents that an agreement, placing ownership of the ware- 
houses in Outer Harbor, had been reached. Indeed, all parties negotiating 
could and reasonably did believe that a written agreement was only a formality 
not essential to the validity and efficacy of the settlement insofar as it related 
to title to the improvements. 

Outer Harbor’s expenditure of substantial amounts of money on the basis 
of its belief that title to the improvements had passed amply establishes detri- 
mental reliance on its negotiations with the Naval officials. 

The Government’s implied acquiescence through delay is shown by its failure 
to take any action to protect the property right which it now asserts in the 
improvements, though its agents concerned in the matter knew of Outer Harbor’s 
actions in refurbishing the warehouses and in finding a tenant for them. Instead 
of objecting to the exercise of such prerogatives of ownership, the same agents 
of the Navy in fact negotiated with Outer Harbor, as well as Goodyear, for 
new leases of the warehouses when the Naval Supply Depot was later reactivated. 
Naturally, such negotiations would be futile if Outer Harbor did not own the 
warehouses, and hence served to affirm Outer Harbor’s belief that it was in 
truth the owner. 

Here, as in United States v. Pennsylvania & Lake Erie Dock Co., 272 Fed. 
839, 848-849 (6th Cir. 1921), the Government failed to take any action to assert 
its rights at the time, when Outer Harbor changed its position in reliance upon 
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the absence of apparent ownership in the Government, brought about by the 
eonduct of authorized Naval officials. 

It was to the advantage of the Government to negotiate a cash settlement with 
Outer Harbor in return for a release of the obligation to remove the warehouses 
from the land, since the payment demanded by Outer Harbor amounted to much 
less than the Government estimate of the cost of removal. It was advantageous 
to Outer Harbor as well to acquire, in addition to a cash payment of $155,000, 
the improvements which, with an expenditure of approximately $60,000, could 
be rented for some $7,600 per month. Both parties thus stood to benefit by 
settlement of the removal obligation. The economic waste in dismantling and 
removing the warehouses was apparent to both sides. 

The Government received the entire consideration for which it originally 
bargained—a lease of the land subject to the requirement of removing its build- 
ings when the premises were vacated. The Government also received the con- 
sideration for which it bargained subsequently—release of the obligation to 
remove the buildings in exchange for surrender of ownership plus a cash payment. 

In such an arrangement there is no inequity to bar application of the doctrine 
of equitable estoppel. [see Goltra v. United States, 96 F. Supp. 618 (Ct. Cls.), 
modified and affirmed, 312 U. S. 208 (1941).] The later need of the Navy for the 
property was a contingency which neither party could reasonably be required 
to foresee. 

Though the original subleases were not as clear as they might have been on the 
question of the ownership of the warehouses after the termination of the sub- 
leases, the surrender of possession to Outer Harbor and the negotiations by 
Naval Officials, specifically authorized to settle the matter of restoration, make 
it abundantly clear that the Government should be held estopped to assert 
whatever title it could otherwise claim to the improvements. 

The Government allowed Goodyear to lease and to take possession of the 
premises without knowledge that the Government would later claim ownership 
ef the buildings. Moving its goods into the warehouses was a substantial 
expense. Goodyear was also misled by the Navy’s later request for a sublease 
of the premises from Goodyear. [See Jones v. United States, 195 F. 2d 707 (9th 
Cir. 1952).] Had the Government claimed ownership of the buildings at that 
time, it hardly would have attempted to negotiate a sublease from a mere occupier 
of the premises. 

Under the circumstances at bar, where substantial changes of position based 
on reasonable and good faith belief have been made, the Government, like any 
other party, is estopped to deny the title of Outer Harbor to the improvements and 
the validity of the sublease from Outer Harbor to Goodyear. 

This holding as to the issue of equitable estoppel makes it unnecessary to draw 
conclusions as to the other issues of law raised by defendants. 

For the reasons stated, findings of fact, conclusions of law and judgment in 
favor of defendants and against epee meg on the issue of the ownership of the 
improvements may be lodged with the Clerk pursuant to local rule 7 within 
ten days. 


Mr. Totiiver. May Laskaquestion? Did yousay asummary of the 
litigation ¢ 

Mr. Ropack. A summary of what the issues were. What is the 
status of the project as of now; what were the main actions by the 
parties litigant and by the court ? 

Mr. Hourieip. In ‘other words, give us a chronological summary 
of your litigation and the actions of the court. 

Mr. Tottiver. Would the court’s memorandum in the subject be a 
basic document you would like to have, supplemented with other 
things ¢ 

Mr. Rowack. We would like to have that, and I would like to ask, 
have you or anyone in the Bureau prepared a memorandum advis- 
ing the contracting people in the Navy who deal with real estate 
that they might profit by a careful reading of the court decision in 
making future contracts? 

Mr. Totxiver. Our action, normally, is to request the action of the 
Bureau of Yards and Docks of the Navy. They handle all real-estate 
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matters, and in this case they have been closely allied to all the litiga- 
tion and to the considerations involved. I am sure they are on top 
of it. 

Mr. Ropack. I have no doubt they are on top of the litigation, or 
the litigation is on top of them. What I asked was, did the observa- 
tions of the judge with respect to the way in which the Navy prepared 
the contract documents have any experience value for the future? 

Mr. Totiiver. I am not in a position to answer that question since 
I do not know; the representative, BuDock—I am assuming they are 
the financial—— 

Mr. Ropack. You assume they take due note of the decision ? 

Mr. Touutver. Yes. 

Commander Durant. They do now. 

Mr. Howirieip. Before we leave page 2 of your testimony, in the 
last paragraph you assure this committee that the support of the 
Air Force units will not be discontinued, but that they will continue 
as heretofore. 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Hotrrietp. And all other supply operations. 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HowiFieib. Is this contrary to your original plan? 

Admiral Parks. No, sir. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. You intended all the time to continue your support 
of the Air Force in those fields that you are supplying ? 

Admiral Parks. Correct, sir. We intended in short, that the naval 
shipyard at Long Beach would assume all the functions of the depot 
except the fuel. 

Mr. Houirreitp. Now, there is one point which I think you should 
clarify for the record at this time, and that is the position in regard to 
the expenditure of funds for the correction of the subsidence problem. 

Admiral Parks. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I will 
touch very briefly on this. It is a very complicated problem. The 
subsidence, as is well known, is due to the withdrawal of oil and gas 
from the area around here. Some project is in mind to reduce the 
subsidence by means of repressurizing. That, of ccurse, as I under- 
stand it, will require some legislation which the Navy is gh to 
support. In the meantime, we have at the Long Beach Naval Ship- 
yard an installation whose replacement cost is well over a hundred 
inillion dollars, and the Navy is proceeding with the peatiesl tion of that 
snvestment by certain corrective measures in raising dikes and walls 
to keep the water out. 

Now, we have competent engineers who have charted the subsidence, 
and how much it is going down over a period of years. The Navy 
has programed over an incremence of 3 or 4 fiscal years, corrective 
measures in dikes and walls to protect their investment in this ship- 
yard. 

Now, these measures were going to be undertaken anyway, regard- 
less of whether we moved the supply operation to Long Beach. We 
have this very valuable shipyard. It is a fine shipyard. 

Mr. Houtrreirp. How many acres are involved on that island, ap- 
proximately ? 

Admiral Parks. Maybe Mr. Mead can give that. 

Mr. Meap. I don’t have that exact figure in mind, but it is some- 
thing over 300 acres. 
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Mr. Ho.irte.p. Will you please furnish to the subcommittee the 
exact amount for our records? 

Mr. Meap. Be very happy to. 

Mr. Hoxrrieip. Thank you. 

(The material to be submitted is as follows :) 


Pustic WorKs OFFICE, 
ELEVENTH NAVAL DISTRICT, 
NAVAL PROPERTIES BRANCH, Los ANGELES, 
UNITED STATES NAVAL STATION, 

Long Beach, Calif., September 16, 1955. 
IND11/FFM :bh 
DC-210 
9-23 
MILITARY QPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE, 

New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: Mr. Michael P. Balwan, staff director.) 

GENTLEMEN: In compliance with the request of the chairman of the sub- 
committee on September 15, 1955, there is forwarded herewith for information 
purposes a tabulation of land acreages on Terminal Island, Calif., which are, 
at present, held under cognizance of the Navy Department. This tabulation 
is made on the face of a map dated April 17, 1946, and shows holdings under 
cognizance of Long Beach Naval Shipyard, the United States Naval Station, 
Long Beach, Calif., the former naval air station, Terminal Island (disestab- 
lished), and the former United States Naval Disciplinary Barracks, Terminal 
Island (disestablished). 

The holdings of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard are believed to be of primary 
interest to the committee. The United States Naval Station, Long Beach, as 
now established, includes the former naval air station, Terminal Island, which 
is indicated by slanting line @ on the enclosed map, and which is held under 
leasehold, terminating August 9, 1970. The former United States naval disci- 
plinary barracks at the most southernly end of Terminal Island, is believed to be 
outside the area of committee interest. This land, comprising 27.80 acres of 
Government-owned land, is now being operated under Navy permit by the Bureau 
of Prisons, Department of Justice, as a Federal prison. 

Very truly yours, 
FRANK F.. MEap, 
Manager, Naval Properties Branch. 

Admiral Parxs. That, I believe, is the summary in a nutshell. If 
there are any other questions on the matter, I think either Captain 
Foott or myself can answer them. 

Mr. Hottrtetp. You have testified that you have planned certain 
budget requests over the next 3 or 4 years for that purpose, and this 
plan i is a long-range plan. It was not undertaken as a result of the 
decision to move the supply depot on to the island. It would have 
been planned by the Navy, the same amount of expenditure, approxi- 
mately, regardless of whether the supply depot was moved there or 
not ? 

Admiral Parxs. That is correct. 

Mr. Houirreip. And that the installations of the Navy, other types 
of installations there, and the value of the site is over $100 million ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Houtrixp. Is there any reason why you should at this time 
not tell us how much you are planning to spend on dykes and so forth? 

Admiral Parks. The figure that I have heard is somewhere in the 
neighborhood of $13 million. It should be pointed out that that is 
not in the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts budget but it is in the 
budget of Bureau of Ships. 














\s \ | A ¥ a 
7 , pecrort 
| AS 
\ Pt ae y 
\ i WILMINGTON f c 
@ \ | id 
t pes | 7 / 





(2!) 








“ 
{ 
; 
é 
7 { 
mM 
a — 
7 , 
f { 
( > FT 
Ks it 
oS | 
mee nin’ | 
pil ae 74, | 
mas - + + 
i os | 
} =i 
sy roow't \ 
4 Ww i } | 
A} ; 4) | 
tT ‘ WV \ ] ‘ 
\ WN , \ 
+ s\i ‘ \ 
\ ) } ‘\ 
\ } , 
\ , ae 
* J 


|. OFFICE,U.S.NAWAL BASE 
el at eb tte ge one bt 
3. TERMINAL ISLAND NAVAL SHIPYARD 
4. NAVAL AIR STATION, TERMINAL ISLAND 
5. PONTOON BRIDGE, LONG BEACH CHANNE! 
6 HARBOR BR AEE ALE ER Mee 
PEER CBG HH dine 
6 COAST GUARD BASES SAN PEDRO, WILMINGTON 
9. NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT, SAN PEDRO 
10. NAVAL DISCIPLINARY BaRRacns 
bk AN Ot 
ee te A Me OM 








2 
On S ~ 5 
ti lab, 
’ 2 ; . 
a q 
s fis k 
7 To 2 t 
Sete 2} 
aT Y = rADT a m4 
-B. NAVAL SHIPYARD ESS 
On A i ‘ , i 
1.87 Ac. owned land j 
9.62 Ac. made land 
} j . le ol . \ 
104.93 Ac. made land (hole) 
W.42 Ac. 
. os NAV Ay STAFETON 
,3.88 Ac. owned iand 
76.67 Ac. made land 
7.26 Ac. made land (Mole) 
10.00 Ac. N. of Seaside 
Ww. 7 38] Ac ‘ 
NAVAL AIR STATIO? 
228.6 Ac. leasehold 
BRE CRUER U.S. NAVAL DISCIPLINARY 
629 Ac. 
f EN 


SS Ge OPENS A Sete PERE - 
4 S QUARANTINE STATION 
6. FUEL TERMINAL NO.) ( SERTHS NOS. 57, 5a_509 & 40 
li a — Re Al ld ll Ae Si et 
5. TOOO SHIPYAROS CORP. 
®. SETHLEMEM SrHPGum Deng CORP 
2 OF OE Ne -OF ae 
BS RE Meh TOG Shee — 
22. BANNING HOMES 
235 NAVAL FUEL ANNEX 
24. MOLE 
“Et OCP ht ONG BE AGr 
26. NAVAL AMMUNITION & SET DEPOT SEAL SEACH 
27. U.S. NAVAL AIR STATION, LOS ALAMTTOS 


























RR 
3 
Se 
SS 
. Cw 
‘4 
> ' 
— oP Sa 
= r 
= < 


VAL SHIPYARD SS nection 
Ac. owned land a 
Ac. made land we 
Ac. made land (lhiole) 

Ake 

VAL STATION 

Ac. owned land 

ic. made land 

Ac. made land (Mole) 

Ac. N. of Seaside 

Ac. 

R STATION 

Ae. leasehold 

U.S NAVAL DISCIPLINARY BARRACKS 


AC » 


ion 
(BERTHS WOS.37, 38,39 8 40) 


= ; U.S.NAVAL BASE 


TERMINAL ISLAND, SAN PEDRO, CALIFORNIA 











a a ee ——— 
100c ) 5000 \ 
Oe MET DEPOT,SEAL BEACH / SCARE -~FEET ” 
LOS A. AMITOS 5 / a 
Jf A> / 
APPROVED a \AT ? a 
— C PUBL "wc han —balg Aa os 


— = haunt 


MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES 107 


Mr. Houtrtevp. It is in the overall naval operation on the island? 

Admiral Parks, That is right, 

Mr. Roracr. In view of newspaper accounts of Navy plans, I think 
the record should be clear that no funds have been appropriated, no 


requests have at this time gone beyond internal consideration in the 
Navy Cognizant Bureau. 

Admiral Parks. That is correct. iti 

Mr. Ho.itrtevp. But it is planned on the preliminary levels, and for 


the purposes that you have testified ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Houirteip. I think that will clarify the record, because there 
was mention of this problem, and it is a problem. We want it to 
assume its proper perspective in the record. 

Mr. Eckhart, I believe you have a few questions, and then after 
that we will give some witnesses other than the Navy a chance to 
testify, 

Mr. Ecxnart. At the outset, I would like to make a request of the 
admiral that the committee be provided with a copy of the concurrence 
of the commander, Western Sea Frontier, the present incumbent in 
that office, concerning this proposed consolidation. 

Admiral Parks. This was furnished verbally, in a trip; Com- 
mander Collins went up and talked to the admiral. I assume he will 
be willing to confirm it in writing. 

Mr. Howtrretp. We would like to have a letter on that if you 
can get it. 

(The material referred to is as follows:) 


WESTERN SEA FRONTIER, TREASURE ISLAND, 
San Francisco, Calif., October 10, 1955. 
From: Commander, Western Sea Frontier. 
To: Chief, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 
Subject: Disestablishment of Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro; information 
concerning. 
Reference: (a) BUSANDA ltr A38/NT4-19 of 22 Sep 1955. 

1. Comdr. P. D. Collins, SC, USN. Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, in com- 
pany with Rear Adm. J. B. Ricketts, SC, USN, Inspector General of the Supply 
Corps, Pacific Coast, and supply advisor to commander Western Sea Fron- 
tier, orally presented the problem and situation pertaining to the proposed dis- 
establishment of the naval supply depot, San Pedro, to commander, Western 
Sea Frontier, on March 17, 1955. 

2. Specifically, Commander Collins stated the Chief, Bureau of Supplies and 
Accounts, was faced with the responsibility of making drastic cuts in the funds 
he allots to activities under the appropriation Servicewide Supply and Finance, 
Navy, 1956. Either he could make percentage cuts to all supply activities al- 
ready cut to the point of reduced effectiveness, or he could attempt to disestab- 
lish certain activities. By disestablishing naval supply depot, San Pedro, 
and combining its supply activities with those of the Naval Shipyard, Long 
Beach, it was estimated that a large percentage of the cuts in allotted funds 
could be absorbed. In view of the estimated saving and the need to keep all 
supply activities at maximum effectiveness, commander, Western Sea Frontier, 
gave verbal concurrence to the disestablishment of naval supply depot, San 
Pedro, at the time. 

F. S. Low. 


SEPTEMBER 22, 1955. 
From: Chief, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts. 
To: Commander, Western Sea Frontier. 
Subject: Disestablishment of NSD, San Pedro; Holifield subcommittee hearings 
concerning. 
1. Subsequent to the Navy Department announcement concerning the con- 
solidation of functions of the NSD, San Pedro, with the supply department of 
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the naval shipyard, Long Beach, the Honorable Cecil King, of the 17th District, 
requested that the congressional Committee on Government Operations investi- 
gate the action. The subcommittee, chaired by the Honorable Chet Holifield, of 
the 19th District in California, has held several bearings during which Rear 
Adm. R. J. Arnold, Rear Adm. J. D. Parks, and others were called to testify. 

2. The latest public hearing held by the Holifield subcommittee occurred in 
Los Angeles on Thursday, September 15. During this hearing, Rear Admiral 
Parks was asked several questions concerning the opinion of commander, West- 
ern Sea Frontier, regarding the disestablishment of the NSD, San Pedro. Ad- 
miral Parks replied that a representative of BuSandA had orally briefed com- 
mander, Western Sea Frontier, on the subject and had received, also orally, 
the concurrence of commander, Western Sea Frontier, in the proposed consoli- 
dation and subsequent disestablishment of the depot. Among numerous other 
items, the subcommittee counsel requested a confirmation of the fact that com- 
mander, Western Sea Frontier, was advised as to the proposed disestablishment 
and had given his verbal approval prior to BuSandA action, 

3. Specifically, it will be recalled that Comdr. P. D. Collins, SC, USN, 
BuSandaA, in company with Rear Admiral J. B. Ricketts, SC, USN, orally pre- 
sented the problem and situation pertaining to NSD, San Pedro, to commander, 
Western Sea Frontier, on March 17, 1955, following which commander, Western 
Sea Frontier, gave approval to the proposed plan of action. In order to satisfy 
the requirements of the Holifield subcommittee, it is requested that a confirma- 
tion of the briefing and subsequent concurrence be forwarded to Chief, BuSandA, 
for submission to the subcommittee. 

R. J. ARNOLD. 

Certified to be a true copy. 

ORIN SCHERE. 

Mr. Ecxuarr. The next area into which I would like to inquire, 
Mr. Chairman, concerns a figure in the admiral’s opening statement, 
on page 3, under “Permanent costs”; the figure, additional costs of 
shiploading over commercial docks, the figure of $100,561, and an 
explanation below that; to set a little of the background for this in- 
quiry into this area, I would like to read just a few sentences from the 
subcommittee hearings held on June 20, 1955, in Washington. 

Admiral Arnold, the Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, 
testified as follows in response to a question or a suggestion by the 
chairman : 

Mr. Ho.irieLp. Now, you spoke of securing commercial space. What have 
you to say to the statement that was made this morning in regard to the extra 
cost of commercial space? 

Admiral ARNOLD, Mr. Chairman, we didn’t have time to go into that. If we 
assume what was said here this morning was correct, and it will cost us $100,000 
more a year to do this, then that reduces our annual savings by $100,000. This 
is another item of which we would like to supply you with a letter for the record 
giving our views on it. If it is true it will cost that much more, that will 
reduce the amount of our annual savings to approximately $800,000. 

As the chairman has mentioned in his opening statement, we would 
like to correct any variations in the testimony that we received June 
20 and that presented by you this morning. So I would like to have 
you clarify for the record the reason for removing this $100,000 figure 
from your permanent costs. 

Admiral Parks. Admiral Arnold testified at that time he didn’t 
have complete information to testify on in that respect. Now, I have 
here Mr. Kirkland, who is prepared to testify on it, on my statement 
here that there will be approximately the same shiploading costs. 
I suggest we bring him forward. 
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STATEMENT OF ALVA C. KIRKLAND, TRAFFIC BRANCH 
SUPERVISOR, LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD 


Mr. Ecxuarr. Would you restate your complete name for the 
record, and your title ? 

Mr. Kirkuanp. Alva C, Kirkland, Jr., traffic branch supervisor, 
Long Beac h Naval Shipyard. 

Mr. Ecxuarr. Are you familiar with the shiploading of supplies 
over the piers at San I edro Navy Supply Depot ? 

Mr. Kirkuanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ecxuarr. Could you tell us what the approximate cost of load- 
ing general cargo over those docks would be if the piers were not 
Government-owned ? 

Mr. Kirkianp. The piers were not Government-owned ? 

Mr. Houirrevp. Federal Government. 

Mr. Kirktanp. In cement, based on tonnages which the naval 
supply depot has furnished in previous testimony, it would cost, at 
commercial commodity rates, $4.34 per short ton. That is compared 
to $3.14 per long ton, which is a stevedoring contract rate, which the 
Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, has with the Crescent Wharf & 
Warehouse Co. 

Mr. Houtrtevp. In order to be talking about the same thing, let’s 
reduce the meaning of that from a comparison between short tons and 
long tons to a short-ton weight for Navy rate. Would that be one- 
fifth more; a fifth less, rather? What is the difference between a long 
ton and a short ton? 

Mr. Kirkuanp. A long ton is 2,240 pounds. 

Mr. Hottrtexp. It is 10 percent difference 4 

Mr. Kirkianp. And a short ton is 2,000 pounds. 

Mr. Houirretp. Your Navy rate, then, in place of being 3.14, would 
be approximately 31 cents less, if you compare it pound for pound? 

Mr. Kirxianp. Roughly. 

Mr. Houirieip. All ‘Tight. Let’s put that down and see what we 
have g $2.83. You are comparing as far as weight is concerned 
in pounds. 

We have a volunteer. Will you rise and identify yourself to the 
reporter ¢ 





STATEMENT OF LT. CHARLES PAUL, SUPPLY CORPS, UNITED STATES 
NAVY, TRAFFIC OFFICER, NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT 


Lieutenant Paun. Lt. Charles Paul, Supply Corps, United States 
Navy, traffic officer, naval supply depot. Iam also considered a cargo 
officer at the supply depot. I would like to clarify that point, to 
save you adding and subtracting and dividing. 

If you will look at your total supply on your cement, these long 
tons and short tons represent the same amount of cement. The total 
cost of loading the cement is the basis of comparison. We have 


25.550 short tons, which is exactly the same as 22,817 long tons. 


Mr. Horirierp. All right. Your rates as given in this memo here 
have been adjusted to compensate for the difference between long and 
short tons? 

Lieutenant Paun. I don’t say that. 

Mr. Hottrrerp. Then your remarks 
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Lieutenant Pavut. We have furnished a total cost figure of: how 
much it costs to load that amount of cement. 

Mr. Ho.trretp. The $402,000 figure, is that the one you are refer- 
ring to? 

Lieutenant Pavt. No, sir; $110,887. 

Mr. Horirtetp. Where is that found in the admiral’s testimony ? 

Lieutenant Pau. This is in a more detailed statement. 

Mr. Houtrretp. Then you haven't furnished it. I think, then, my 
remark was pertinent, from a dollar comparison, then, the difference 
between commercial rates of $4. 34, and if you compare the same 
amount in pounds, $2.83 Navy, is that correct ? 

Mr. KirkKLanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Is that correct? Why didn’t you give it to us that 
way instead of confusing it this way ? 

Admiral Parks. The contract reads that w ay; doesn’t it ? 

Mr. Kirkianp. The Navy contract calls for ‘long tons. 

Mr. Howtrrevp. All right. But we are interested in the difference 
in cost, and not in whether it is long tons or short. We are interested 
in dollar costs. Proceed. 

Mr. Ecxuart. Lieutenant Paul, have you made any detailed state- 
ment or comparison of costs between shipment of the cargo that has 
normally been sent over San Pedro docks as against what it would 
be if the same materials had to be shipped over commercial docks? 

Lieutenant Paun. Yes; I have. 

Mr. Ecxuartr. When was this study prepared ? 

Lieutenant Pau. In the last few weeks, sir. 

Mr. Ecxnarr. At whose request ? 

Lieutenant Pau. At my commanding officer’s request. 

Mr. Ecxuart. Do you know what purpose he had in mind at the 
time he requested you to make this study ? 

Lieutenant Pavx. At the outset of the merger, it was anticipated 
that the naval shipyard would not engage in a stevedoring or marine 
terminal — ation, and that the cargo which is now moving over NSD 
docks would move over various commercial docks in the city, of the 
various steamship companies. 

On the assumption of that, I was asked to make a comparison of 
the cost in order to determine whether or not it would be more feasible 
to actually lease a dock for a Navy terminal, and move cargo over 
such a dock. 

Mr. Ecxuarr. If I correctly understand your statement, then, this 
study was prepared with the idea in mind, after the consolidation, that 
a lot of the cargo would be shipped and handled over commercial 
docks ¢ 

Lieutenant Pau. Could I have that again ? 

Mr. Ecxuart. I understand that what you are trying to say, that 
this study envisioned the handling and movement of cargo over com- 
mercial docks as distinguished from Government docks? 

Lieutenant Pau. That is right. 

Mr. Ecxuart. What did that study show in its final analysis? 
What was arrived at? 

Lieutenant Pauu. The final figure was $104,000 additional cost, if 
the tonnage which was shipped over the naval supply depot in the 
previous year had been shipped over commercial docks. 
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Mr. Ecxuarr. What were the figures or where were the figures 
obtained on which you arrived at that conclusion ? 

Lieutenant Pavun. As the admiral pointed out, in the personnel 
studies, there is more than one way to skin a horse. 

Mr. Ecxuarr. I am not questioning any of your figures. 

Lieutenant Pauw. I realize that. I am merely pointing out that 
this study was obtained by a comparison of stevedoring commodity 

‘ates, in contrast over our own docks under a Navy purchasing office 
negotiated contract and over commercial docks, under which we have 
no contract. 

I admit that there are many other costs involved, both at our own 
berth and at commercial berths. But those costs were considered to be 
more or less offsetting each other, the costs that we could really pin 
down with the actual commodity rates. We took the commodity rates, 
of the cargo which we actu: od accepted, and the charges which were 
actually paid against the Navy on stevedoring bills, and made a 
weighted average in order to obtain a commodi ity rate. Our actual 
commodity rate, as quote “1 in the admiral’s testimony, was $2.37. The 
basis that we used in our study obtaining $104,000 was $2.02. The 
reason for the variance is that there are many various commodities 
shipped. The rate of $2.37 is the actual rate on our stevedoring con- 
tract for general cargo. As I said, there are some 27 commodities and 
all those commodities have different rates. We took the charges made 
against those various commodities and made a weighted average, $2.02. 
In order to ¢ ee that with the commercial rates, we had to use in 
some cases hypothetical rates or sometimes called a phantom rate. 
The rates were never r actually used. For example, our cement rate 
which we used was $4.34. Now, will grant that this rate has never 
been charged the ed for the Navy has never shipped it over these 
docks in the past few years. It was made on the basis of a rate which 
Was in effect a number of years ago, and a. various weights were 
added to it, and they come to a hypothetical r: 

Mr. Ecxnarr. As of 2 weeks ago when you were working on this 
study, were you aware of any negoti: itions between any of the Gov- 
ernment instrumentalities in this area for the negotiation of a pref- 
erential lease for dock or wharfing facilities ? 

Mr. Horirtetp. The question was, were you aware of it ? 

Lieutenant Pavu. I was aware of it in the middle of my study. I 
was making a study at the same time that Mr. Kirkland was making a 
study. I did not realize until the study was practic rally half through 
that there were negotiations being made, or a thought of negotia- 
tions being made with the Long Beach Harbor Department. 

I am, obviously, now aware of it, and have reached the conclusion 
that there is no substantial ae ‘nce—the cost of moving it over any 
dock, which is considered a Navy terminal, and moving it over the 
NSD docks. The question you first placed to Mr. Kirkland was, “Is 
there any difference in moving it over the NSD docks, Government- 
ow ned docks or Government-leased docks, and some commercial facil- 
ity?” | would like to clarify that, in that it does not matter whether 
the dock is a Government-owned or a Government-leased f: icility, as 
long as the dock is considered a Navy terminal, and we are able to 
place our cargo on the terminal and use our stevedoring contractor in 
that terminal: the costs are substanti: lly negligible. 
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Mr. Ecxuart. Whose responsibility would it be to enter into a lease 
or an agreement with the Long Beach Harbor Department for the 
use of the facility ? 

Lieutenant Pauu. I believe it would be a matter for the Navy pur- 
chasing office. I am not qualified to testify to that. 

Mr. Hottrretp. You are saying that there is no difference, you are 
referring to the handling charges of the stevedores, which is the same 
in either case, but you are not applying that same line of thinking to 
the rental of the commercial docks, the leased docks, the charge for 
the commercial docks as against the lease charge for a Navy dock? 

Lieutenant Pau. I will go a little further into that. The Navy is 
charged a lease of $52,400 a year for the existing terminal at berth 58 
in San Pedro. In the event that we were to negotiate a rate or, rather, 
negotiate a contract with the harbor department i in Long Bez i. there 
is no actual lease on the terminal. 

Mr. Ecxuart. Could you define “terminal” for us? 

Mr. Houtrrerp. Let’s let the witness finish his testimony. 

Lieutenant Pauu. The terminal in the city of Long Beach is, you 
might say, given to the steamship company, and to anyone who desires 
to ‘operate the terminal. They are owned by the city, and the only 
charges made are for wharfage, which is a charge for each ton of cargo 
that moves over that terminal, and for office rental, for your, what you 
would consider public works, your lights, your gas, your water, your 
telephone services. The rate which could be negoti ited with the Gov- 
ernment, there is only a charge for telephone service. Therefore, there 
is a difference of over $32,000 to the Navy having a terminal in the 58 
and having a terminal in the city of Long Be: ch. 

The difference that made up that $32,000 j is made up by the fact that 
we are not charged this wharfage fee over our own docks, that is, a 
dock which is leased by the Navy. The amount of tonnage that we 
have moved in the past year or, rather, from May 1954 to June 1955 
would have amounted to some $21,000 in wharfage fees. We have no 
way of knowing what tonnage to expect in the next year. I don’t 
believe that the Bureau of Supplies and nee § can tell us how 
much tonnage we are going to move in the next year. Therefore, it 
is impossible for us to make an accurate sdintidines of whether it 
is going to be cheaper or more expensive over Long Beach—— 

Mr. Horirterp. U sing the figures of the past year, would you say 
that where you paid $32,000 rent for pier 58, in the past year, you 
would have paid $21,000 wharfage fees over a Long Beach pier? 

Lieutenant Pau. That is correct. 

Mr. Hottrtevp. Is that a fair comparison ? 

Lieutenant Pauw. Yes. 

Mr. Howirreip. All right. Now, where is your Navy rate in com- 
parison to commercial rate? Does that apply to contracting with the 
stevedores in both instances ? 

Lieutenant Pauw. In this comparison we are speaking of right now, 
in a comparison between a dock leased from the Los Angeles’ Harbor 
Department, and berth 58, there is no difference. The contract would 
he the same. We are under a contract with Crescent Wharf & Ware- 
house now. If we should move tomorrow to Long Beach, we would be 
using the same contract and the same rates. 
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Mr. Howirtetp. So you would get the advantage of the difference 
between $2.83 and $4.34 in either case ? 

Lieutenant Pau. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Houirterp. In either case, then, in case of labor trouble with the 
stevedores, you would be presented with the same problems; the steve- 
dores would be doing this, the same function, for you in one instance 
as in the other? 

Lieutenant Pau. Could you clarify “labor trouble”? 

Mr. Houirrevp. All right. The question I was directing to you was 
this, in different words: There is no advantage in the changeover, nor 
disadvantage, because you would be dealing with the stevedores in both 
instances, as far as stevedores’ services are concerned, and there is no 
additional hazard because of the strike which might occur by the steve- 
cores. 

Lieutenant Pau. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. What I am trying to do is put the picture as clearly 
as possible, that there is no difference there. 

Lieutenant Pau. That is correct, sir. I would like to make it clear, 
there is no difference as long as the Navy terminal is maintained. 
There is a difference if you don’t maintain a Navy terminal in refer- 
ence to your labor disputes. 

Mr. Hottrrevp. Is it your intention to maintain a Navy terminal? 

Lieutenant Pavun. I am not in a position to make that statement. 

Mr. Hourrrevp. Allright. Mr. Kirkland, will you answer that ques- 
tion ? 

Mr. KirKkianp. Yes, sir, I believe it is our intention. 

Mr. Houtrterp. Through a preferential contract with the Los 
Angeles Harbor people? 

Mr. Kirkianp. With the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the 
City of Long Beach, sir. 

Mr. Horirietp. Well, at this time I—-I will hold this because this 
has to do with the Harbor Commission of the City of Los Angeles, 
which would be a different group, would it not ? 

Mr. Kirkianp. Yes. 

Mr. Houtrrecp. I will hold that then. Go ahead, Mr. Eckhart. 

Mr. Eckuart. Lieutenant Paul, when did you first become aware of 
the negotiations between the city of Long Beach and the Department 
of the Navy? 

Lieutenant Pauw. As far as any formal negotiations are concerned, 
sir, I don’t believe that any formal negotiations have actually taken 
place to this date, unless they have been within the last few days. 
There has merely been talk. There have been telephone conversa- 
tions with, I believe, members of the harbor commission, and it has 
been indicated that they would be willing to enter such an agreement, 
but as far as sitting down to a table and actually drawing up a con- 
tract, I don’t believe that that has come to place yet. 

Mr. Ecxuart. I am trying to find out who was discussing this with 
the harbor commissioners. 

Mr. Kirxianp. I did, sir. 

Mr. Foxuart. As of what date? 

Mr. KirKxianp. The latest date was yesterday. I have discussed 
it several times in the last month or so. 

Mr. Ecxuart. What is the status of the negotiations? 
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Mr. Kirkuanp. It is informal. We haven’t taken any formal steps 
to negotiate any agreement or contract, because we haven’t crossed 
that bridge yet. 

Mr. Ho.trtevp. Isn’t this a bridge that you should cross before mak- 
ing a change like this, if there is any doubt at all of your obtaining it? 

Mr. Kirkuanp. There is no doubt, in my opinion. I have been 
assured that when we are ready, to give them sufficient notice of what 
our needs will be; they will be ready to negotiate. 

Mr. Houirtetp. They do have the facilities available? 

Mr. Krrkuanp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ecxuarr. Mr. Chairman, that was all that I had on that one 
point. However, I would like to cover the last figure in the admiral’s 
prepared statement under “Other savings”: 

Release of 99 pieces of materials handling equipment, acquisition value, 
$270,000. 

Could you tell us, Admiral, where that equipment was being used ? 

Admiral Parks. Let me say just a few preliminary words on that, 
and Captain Foott can elaborate on it. 

In the consolidation of this operation, the forklifts, cranes, and I 
think some trucks—not very many trucks—which are needed over 
in the 22d Street operation will become excess, and available for 
transfer to other activities within the Navy. 

Now, I would like to have Captain Foott elaborate on that a little 
bit. 

Captain Foorr. At the time we submitted our plan as to how we 
were going to conduct this merger, we sent in several exhibits, among 
them being one entitled “Exhibit C—Material Handling Equipment.” 
The listing of this equipment spells out what we have and what San 
Pedro has, and comes out to a total amount that we will require. The 
last column shows the excesses in the equipment by types. We took 
this excess list of equipment and priced the acquisition cost of it. I 
will read it if you would like, or just 

Mr. Eckuarr. What I am trying to find out, Captain Foott, is 
whether or not this equipment, the number of material-handling 
forklifts or cranes that are listed here, has been in daily use at the 
depot ? 

Captain Foorr. I don’t know. Commander Watts would have to 
answer that. He runs the depot. 

Mr. Horirrerp. Commander Watts, will you volunteer any in- 
formation you have? 

Commander Warts. May I pass that to Lieutenant Spicer, material 
officer ¢ 

Lieutenant Spicer. I would like to say that as yet we have not 
formalized plans between the Materials Division officers to our actual 
requirements in the way of equipment, mobile equipment. 

Mr. Honirirevp. Do you mean by that that this notation of $270,000 
worth of equipment, you have not come to an agreement that it shall 
be released ¢ 

Lieutenant Spicer. That is right. 

Mr. Ho uirievp. Is this an estimate? Are you responsible for this 
figure ? 

Lieutenant Spicer. I was not aware of that figure until I heard 
the testimony today. 
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Mr. Ho.wtrrevp. — is responsible for this figure, please ? 

Admiral Parks. Captain Foott. 

Captain Foorr. This was submitted with the Long Beach plan. 
The question previously asked me, sir, was whether this equipment 
was in use or not, and I had to pass that answer. 

Mr. Hoxirterp. Do you know whether it is in use or not, or is it 
stored and not used at this time in the naval supply depot 

Lieutenant Spicer. We have some equipment that is in reserve, 
stored at our depot. 

Mr. Houirievp. Is this the amount that is stored and in reserve, or 
does this include other equipment ? 

Lieutenant Spicer. I believe we have 93 pieces in reserve at our 
depot. 

Mr. Ecxuart. Is that mobilization reserve equipment / 

Lieutenant Spicer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ecxuart. It is not material that is excess to your immediate 
needs ? 

Mr. Ho.trtevp. Is this material excess to your present needs at the 
naval supply depot ¢ 

Admiral Parks. I think that there is some misunderstanding here. 
We have at all these depots, equipment which is not mobilization re- 
serve material, but it is material which is excess to the present require- 
ment of the depot and is = back in storage. 

Now, as I understand it, those pieces of equipment which we have 
in storage, and which would be drawn out if needed, are not included 
in this, that these figures here which show warehouse equipment in 
use, is that correct 4 

Captain Foorr. I would say so. 

Mr. Houirrevp. Let’s be sure about this, because if you are actually 
going to be able to release 99 pieces, this is a factor in your considera- 
tion. If it is just put on there as a tag end deceptive figure, we want 
to know what it is about. 

Admiral Parks. Naturally, when we put it in, I believed that it 
was correct. Now, if there is any doubt on this, we can verify this 
and furnish for the record and to the committee the number of piec es 
of equipment in use in the supply depot, the number of pieces of equip- 
ment in use in the supply department of the shipyard, the total re- 
quirement which Captain Foote has got to make, because he is the man 
who is going to dothe work. Then the total excess. 

Mr. Houtrtetp. That is the figure we want, and that is the figure 
that I assumed this was. 

Admiral Parks. That was the figure I assumed it was. too. 

Commander Warrs. Mr. Chairman, I wasn’t aware of the figure, 
and consequently I haven’t been able to give him assistance. I do 
know, of course, as the admiral has said, that we are rotating equip- 
ment. We have more equipment than we need, and we are required 
to rotate it so that it doesn’t deteriorate. So I don’t iebionl the basis 
for the figures. However, I will say—— 

Mr. Houirrevp. If this figure is meaningful at all, and should have 
a part in this report, it should be excess handling materials or pieces 
of material over and above your normal use in both facilities and over 


and above your normal reserve for replacement to satisfy your current 
workloads. 
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Commander Warts. Yes, sir. 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Howtrreip. We will expect, then, that you will supply us the 
accurate information on that particular item. 

Admiral Parks. I will supply that information, sir. 


(The material to be submitted is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvy, 
BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
Washington 25, D. C., November 14, 1955. 
Hon. CHET. HOLIFIELD, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommittee, 
Government Operations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

DeAaR Mr. Hortrretp: I am forwarding herein certain supplemental informa- 
tion requested by Mr. Eckhart of your staff. This information concerns the dis- 
establishment of the naval supply depot, San Pedro, Calif. 

During the hearings held at San Pedro, there was some question as to the num- 
ber of pieces of powered materials handling equipment which would be excess 
to the Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, Calif., after completion of the merger of 
supply and fiscal functions. It now appears that there will be 121 pieces of 
powered materials handling equipment excess to the shipyard’s needs. In arriv- 
ing at this figure, both the operational requirements of the shipyard and the 
emergency equipment pool have been taken into consideration. 

During this hearing, Rear Admiral Parks was asked if the recommendation to 
abandon leased space in San Pedro made by the Director of Planning, Bureau 
of Supplies and Accounts, was a written document. Although Rear Admiral 
Parks was under the impression that this recommendation was in the form of a 
memorandum, further investigation indicates that the recommendation in ques- 
tion was verbal. 

Another question raised by Mr. Eckhart concerns the estimated cost to dis- 
mantle certain required Butler buildings now located at the foot of 22d Street, 
and to remove and reassemble these buildings at the Torrance Annex. This 
project involves the removal of only one Butler building, 60 by 100 feet, and its 
reassembly as 2 units, 60 by 60 feet and 40 by 60 feet, at Torrance Annex. The 
purpose is to provide proper storage for cylinders now in open storage at the 
annex and is not related to the disestablishment of the depot, except as such 
action will make the building available. The estimated cost of this project is 
$12,771. 

I shall be pleased to furnish any additional information which you may re- 
quire if the above data are not sufficient. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. J. ARNOLD, 
Rear Admiral, SC, USN, Chief of Bureau. 

Commander Warrs. Mr. Chairman, may I add that there will be a 
reduction—— 

Mr. Ecxuartr. Commander Watts, I am interested in whether or not 
this equipment could have been or should have been declared excess 
under your Operation Clean Sweep or Spring Clean, or if it ever was 
in that status. 

Commander Watts. To answer your question as I understand it, 
the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts controls the equipment. Some- 
one from the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts would have to give the 
best answer tothat. I do not know the answer. 

Admiral Parks. The answer to that is, obviously, if we had thought 
that it should have been declared, we would have declared it, and that 
we felt that it should be retained, even that which is rotated, or it 
would have been declared. The decision was not made by me; it was 
made by our Storage Division. 

Now, obviously, if you have more equipment than you need but you 
see that you are going to have to replace it within, say, 3 or 4 or 5 
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years, and it is not going to get obsolete, it is just good business to 
keep it in store, exercise it once in a while, rotate it, and keep it until 
you need it for replacement, for wornout equipment. 

Mr. Houirtevp. But there is a normal requirement for that type of 
reserve. 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hotirrerp. And ‘Oper ration Clean Sweep was supposed to take 
care of all of the reserves above that and above your mobilization 
reserve. 

Admiral Parks. Yes. 

Mr. Ecxuart. If that is the situation, Admiral, then this equip- 
ment will stay right here and continue to be rotated. 

Admiral Parks. Not necessarily. If this figure is correct, that 99 
pleces of 7 yerational materials handling equipment will be made 
excess ; in all probability it will be furnished to fill the requirements of 
some other operating depot which has inadequate equipment. 

Mr. Ecxuarr. I don’t think we will pursue that any more. 

Mr. HouirreLp. One more question, Mr. Roback. 

Mr. Rosack. Who was responsible for making a reasonable search 
to determine whether the increased administrative space requirement 
for the shipyard was not commercially available? 

Admiral Parks. I believe that was the responsibility of the ship- 
yard commander. Perhaps Captain Foott can answer that. 

Mr. Rogpack. Are you aware of a search being made? 

Did anyone ever tell you that before you could move, you aeons 
convert your warehouse space into office space, you had to make 
reasonable search for commercial quarters? Were you ever aware 
that that was the case? 

Captain Foorr. Yes; but I doubt whether we considered it because 
there is nothing down in our vicinity. 

Mr. Rosack. Suppose there were office buildings in the vicinity, 
would you have gone in and searched them out? Would you have 
considered moving into commercial office space to handle this par- 
ticular administrative function 

Captain Foorr. We would have gone into any place, Mr. Roback, to 
avoid having to ask for this large amount for the office space. 

Mr. Rosack. Even to Torrance? 

Captain Foorr. Even to Torrance. Operationally, it was imprac- 
tical to go out there. We would have wasted more money in conduct- 
ing our operations over a period of years by splitting our office force. 

Mr. Rosack. That includes even those who have to do bookkee sping 
and accounting for several score of shore activities which have 
nothing to do with the warehousing ? 

Admiral Parks. Yes; that includes them because in the accounting, 
the fiscal operation is an integrated operation. If you split it up, it 
is going to cost you more people, more in personnel, in office machines, 
and with the integrated operation we hope ev entu: ally to have it all 
done on these electric accounting machines. 

Obviously, the idea of having your accounting people out at Tor- 
rance, or part of them out at Torrance, would be uneconomical, in my 
opinion. 

Mr. Rorack. But if commercial space were available, you would 
move into it; is that your testimony ? 





118 MERGER OF NAVAL SUPPLY ACTIVITIES 


Captain Foorr. We would have no objection to moving into it if it 
were available; yes. 

Mr. Liescoms. Does that mean that you would have leased office 
space, if it would have been available? 

Captain Foorr. It is one of those things that we would have evalu- 
ated, going back into leased space and having that a factor continu- 
ously versus the one-time cost of converting our own warehouse. I 
can’t really say what I would have done, because there is no commercial 
space close enough to have even considered it in the last 4 months of 
planning. 

Mr. Ropackx. Congressman Lipscomb, in the request for emergency 
funds to make this conversion, among other things, the condition has 
to be satisfied that commercial quarters s are not available on a reason- 

able basis. 

Admiral Parks. You have asked a hypothetical question. You 
have seen Terminal Island, the only commercial space available there 
is the Consolidated Edison place and the Ford plant that could have 
been considered. Obviously, you can’t get office space in those, com- 
mercial office spaces in those two things. 

To satisfy the law, in case there were an office building located down 
there by the waterfront, certainly we would have to consider it; as 
to whether we would have taken it or not would have depended upon 
the value. 

Mr. Houtrievp. I think we can go on. 

Congressman Lipscomb, do you have some additional questions at 
this point ? 

Mr. Liescoms. It isn’t exactly a question, but I would like to have 
the admiral state to me why the San Pedro Naval Depot is being moved 
to the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 

Admiral Parks. It is being moved for three reasons: One is to get 
out of leased space, in accordance with a Department of Defense 
directive. The law pinches us both ways here. It says, “Get out of 
leased space.” Then in another way it says, “When you go out and 
convert warehouse space, you have got to look for commercial space.” 

Mr. Liescoms. You mentioned law. It isn’t a law that you are 
talking about. 

Admiral Parks. I thought it was a law. Possibly it is a Depart- 
ment of Defense directive. But at any rate, as far as we are con- 
cerned, it is a law, because it comes down from the Department of 
Defense. That is one thing, get out of leased space in the area. 

The second and most important thing was to effect savings, savings 
in civilian personnel. 

The third, and a very important factor, was to save military per- 
sonnel. An instance of this saving—I don’t believe it has been brought 
out in this testimony yet—there will be a saving of 12 officers, which 
we very badly need in other places in the Navy. 

A fourth reason is that we believe, by moving our stocks closer to 
our biggest customers, the fleet, which takes two-thirds of the naval 
supply. depot? s effort, that we can supply those customers more efli- 
ciently, more quickly, by having to go to only one source of supply, 
that is, the shipyard, instead of two; then it will cut down on their 
trips in. 
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A fifth reason—and these are intangible reasons—is that in cutting 
out a supply operation, you can reduce your inventory in the dupli- 

cated stocks and cut down on the amount of money which you have tied 
up in inventory. You can reduce the amount of inventory reporting 
and management effort which is required. 

Those are the principal reasons. 

Mr. Lirscoms. In going into this problem, did you give any thought 
to the security problem, as far as Terminal Island is concerned, the 
access to the island, any confusion in case of a national emergency, 
keeping the supply depot i in one spot and the shipyard in dan! in 

‘ase we did have a national emergency? Was that given any thought 
at all? 

Admiral Parks. It was given thought. We accepted it as a caleu- 
lated risk. 

Mr. Lipscoms. As a member of the committee, I would like to make 
a statement of my own. I feel that we had a hearing in Washington 
a few months ago, where we brought up this pr oblem to the Navy, 
and at that particular point the evidence was very meager as to the 
economy cad efficiency and the savings. At that point the committee 
asked the Navy to submit further ‘evidence of why the move was 
feasible for economy and efficiency. I believe that the testimony to- 
day, and the way it has been presented, has been very confusing, and 
I think that somebody should have spent more time so that the testi- 
mony, when the Navy gave it, would have set conclusive facts before 
the committee, that this is an economical and efficient move for the 
Navy to make. Today I am as confused as I was 2 or 3 months ago, 
because we get statements such as, “That is a correct statement but 
wrong,” and things like that. 

I should think, “when you make a move like this, for economy and 
efficiency reasons, that you can, with the staff that you have, back it 
up conclusively with facts and figures. I just can’t understand why 
a hearing would progress all day long in this fashion, when we have 
a deficit of figures, ‘and we have people correcting each other all 
through the day. As a member of the committee, I just think that the 
testimony could have been better. I have just sat here long enough so 
that I wanted to make a statement. 

Mr. Houtrrevp. Thank you, Mr. Lipscomb. 

At this time we will have a 10-minute recess, and then we will call 
another witness to the stand. 

But before we recess, is there anything additional that you would 
like to add, you or your staff, the staff of Navy people that is here, 
for the purposes of adding to or clarifying the record in any way ? 

Admiral Parks. I can’t think of any. 

Mr. Ho.irreip. Do you feel that this subcommittee has given you 
a fair opportunity to present your side of the case? 

Admiral Parks. I do, sir. 

Mr. Horirretp. We will have a recess for 10 minutes. 

( Recess. ) 

Mr. Houtrretp. The subcommittee will be in order. 

At this time the subcommittee will be glad to hear any of the wit- 
nesses who have been in opposition to this move, providing they are 
responsible and representative people of organizations that have 
opposed this move, or which desire to go on record as opposing this 
move. If there are any witnesses of that type, we would like to have 
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direct testimony on points which have been brought out in this hearing 
here today, to submit such evidence as they have, which might clarify 
or further ‘inform the subcommittee on those particular subjects. 

In the hearing in Washington, we had witnesses from the San Pedro 
Naval Employees Association before us. I believe we had Mr. Garri- 
son and Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Garrison, is it your desire at this time to address the committee ? 

Mr. Garrison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Horirretp. Come forward and take a chair. I believe you were 
sworn. 

Mr. Garrison. That is right. 


FURTHER TESTIMONY OF WARREN W. GARRISON, PLANNING 
SUPERVISOR, NAVAL SUPPLY DEPOT, SAN PEDRO, CALIF. 


Mr. Garrison. At this time the committee from the employees asso- 
ciation does not have any further information other than was orig- 
inally submitted to the committee in Washington, except for one item 
which we have picked up relative to the $100, 000 for the cold-storage 
plant at the shipyard. I believe it was testified this morning that the 
source of that figure was unknown. I believe the committee has a 
copy of the communication from the shipyard commander dated the 
20th of May, which lists that as an item. I would just like to get 
that straight for the record, as to the source. 

Mr. Hoxirrevp. Was that introduced ¢ 

Mr. Garrison. Yes. 

Mr. Rosack. Is that the preliminary or the initial plan of con- 
solidation ? 

Mr. Garrison. That is right. 

Mr. Rosack. That was in the record of the previous hearing, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Hortrretp. Now, is there any other remark you wish to make 
upon the testimony? Have you had an opportunity to read the testi- 
mony of Admiral Parks? 

Mr. Garrison. I have, sir. At this time we cannot dispute the state- 
ments made by Admiral Parks. They are at difference with the 
original statements which were made; now the estimates have been 
changed, and at this time we do not have any other evidence to dispute 
those figures. 

Mr. Horirrevp. Allright, sir. Are there any other witnesses present 
from San Pedro, from any of the civic organizations who would like 
to be heard at this time? 

Silence informs me that there are not. 

Is there any additional information which the Navy witnesses wish 
to offer at this time ? 

Admiral Parks. I think there is one thing, toclarify. I was talking 
to Commander Watts in the hall, and that figure there on the additional 
materials handling equipment is, I think, incorrect. As a matter of 
fact, I am sure it is incorrect. That was a computation which was 
obtained on telephone information from the shipyard to the supply 
depot. 

Now, I think that that figure will be much less. However, we will 
give you an accurate figure on that. 
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Mr. Horirrevp. All right. We have asked for certain material 
which you have promised to supply us. 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir; I have note of it. 

Mr. Hortrtevp. The staff will be anxious to receive that material in 
Washington at our committee office. They will study the material. 
There may be additional questions which either the staff or the 
members of the committee, after studying the documents and after 
studying the testimony today, that we will want to ask you. We will 
prepare those questions in the form of a letter and send them to you, 
and we would appreciate, of course, your reply. 

Admiral Parks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. HoutrreD. Mr. Lipscomb, do you have anything ? 

Mr. Lirscoms. No. 

Mr. Houirrerp. Are there any further questions of the staff? 

Mr. Eckuarr. No, sir. 

Mr. HouiFte.p. We have, under date of September 14, a letter from 
Bernard J. Caughlin of the Harbor Department of the City of Los 
Angeles, addressed to the chairman of this subcommittee, in which he 
clarifies a point which was asked of him by one of the members of the 
committee in regard to the willingness of the Los Angeles Harbor De- 
partment to lease any properties which they might have in the harbor 
area there to the Naval Supply, or to the Navy. 

The content of the letter is that they would be w illing to negotiate 
a lease with the United States Navy for the use of any warehouses 
which they may have on a fair and equitable basis, in case the Navy 
desires to. 

He wanted that letter introduced to clarify any onus that might be 
upon the Harbor Department of the City of Los Angeles, that they 
were forcing the Navy out. I recognize there has been no testimony to 
that effect, but he wanted that included in the record, and without ob- 
jection this letter, whose content I have roughly outlined, will be 
received. 

The material above referred is as follows :) 


HARBOR DEPARTMENT, 
City of Los Angeles, September 14, 1955. 
Hon. CHET HOLIFIELD, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Military Operations, 
House Committee of Government Operations, 
Federal Building, Los Angeles, Calif. 

DEAR Mr. HOo.irietp: In reply to your inquiry of September 13, 1955, 
regarding the leasing of warehouses in the San Pedro District of Los Angeles 
Harbor subsequent to June 30, 1956, when title to the warehouses passes to 
the city of Los Angeles, would advise that the board of harbor commissioners 
is willing and ready to negotiate a lease with the United States Navy for the 
use of these warehouses on a fair and equitable basis, if the Navy desires to 
continue using the warehouses. 

During our conversation it was intimated that the Los Angeles Harbor De- 
partment is not desirous of continuing the leases of the United States Navy 
for the naval supply depot ee and is anxious to have the naval supply 
depot move from San Pedro. I desire that it be clearly stated in the record 
that the Los Angeles Harbor Department has never indicated in any manner 
whatsoever that it is not interested in having the naval supply depot or other 
naval installations in Los Angeles Harbor. 

The relationship between the Navy and the harbor department has at all 
times been on a most cordial and cooperative basis. On July 1, 1935, the 
board of harbor commissioners entered into a 30-year lease on a no-charge 
basis for 329 acres of land on Terminal Island for a naval air station. During 
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the war years numerous areas were made available to the Navy at reasonable 
rentals, including the Western Pipe & Steel Shipyard area; the naval supply 
depot in the San Pedro District of Los Angeles Harbor (which included at that 
time the six-story warehouse in the outer harbor area); a naval receiving 
station on Terminal Island; and in addition has granted pipeline rights-of-way 
to naval fuel docks over property controlled by the board of harbor commis- 
sioners without any charge whatsoever. More recently, a 50-year lease was 
given on an on-charge basis to the Navy to install a pipeline to the naval fuel 
dock at berths 37-40. The present leases with the naval supply depot are 
on a very nominal basis and as far as we have been able to determine 
there is no dissatisfaction on the part of the Navy officials with the compensation 
being paid for the properties. 
Respectfully submitted. 
BERNARD J. CAUGHLIN, 
General Manager. 


Mr. Houtrtecp. Are there any other documents at this time to be 
received ? 

Mr. Rosack. Mr. Chairman, may the hearing remain open for the 
purpose of receiving all documents requested, plus such other docu- 
ments as the staff may have? 

Mr. Houtrtevp. Yes; the hearing will remain open for the material 
which we have requested and for answers to the questions, or requests 
for any additional material which is pertinent to this subject. 

The subcommittee does not plan at this time to hold any further 
public hearings unless a need is indicated by the receipt of these 
documents. 

In concluding the hearings, I want to thank the witnesses for their 
attendance here today, and for the research that you have done 
in order to try to help the committee. We also want to thank the 
members of the opposition to this move for their attendance and 
their research work to sustain their position, and I want to thank 
the audience which we have had here today. You have been very 
quiet and attentive, and we hope you have enjoyed this hearing, and 
seeing your congressional Representatives performing the duties to 
which they have “been assigned by the chairman of the ‘full committee. 
Thank you very much. 

The meeting is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 4:05 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 





APPENDIX 


JULY 27, 1955. 
Hon. CHARLES 8S. THOMAS, 
Secretary of the Navy, 
The Pentagon, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. SECRETARY : Enclosed is a copy of a report by the Military Operations 
Subcommittee, entitled “Proposed Disestablishment of the San Pedro Naval 
Supply Depot,’ which was unanimously approved today by the full Committee on 
Government Operations. 

Your attention is called particularly to the subcommittee’s views on page 11 of 
the printed report. 

We intend to hold hearings at the site in California later this year to inquire 
more fully into the proposed merger of the depot and shipyard supply functions. 

I trust you will be able to review the enclosed report and the position taken by 
the Navy activities concerned and determine for yourself whether this move is 
in the national interest. 

Yours sincerely, 
Cuet HOtirFie.D, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommittee. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., August 1, 1955. 
Hon. CHET HOLIFIELD, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommiitee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Secretary of the Navy has asked me to aclknowl- 
edge receipt of your letter of July 27, 1955, calling the Secretary’s attention to the 
report by the Military Operations Subcommittee, entitled ‘Proposed Disestablish- 
ment of the San Pedro Naval Supply Depot.” 

This matter is receiving prompt attention and a reply will be made as soon as 
practicable. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. B. JONEs, 
Captain, United States Navy, Administrative Aid to the Secretary 
of the Navy. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 8, 1955. 
Hon. Cuet HO.Lirirerp, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommittee, 
Government Operations Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Houir1etp: The chairman of the Military Operations Subcommittee 
in the course of hearings on the disestablishment of the naval supply depot, 
San Pedro, Calif., held on June 20, 1955, requested that certain supplemental 
information be furnished. Information requested was furnished on June 22, 
1955, with the exception of data relative to the proportion of incoming material 
destined directly to the depot at the foot of 22d Street, San Pedro, or to its 
Torrance Annex which had to be obtained from local sources. 

The data now has been received from the naval supply depot, San Pedro, 
and is attached hereto. 
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I trust that the attached information is satisfactory. If not, I shall be 
pleased to furnish any additional information which you may require. 
Sincerely, 
R. J. ARNOLD, 
Rear Admiral, SOC, USN, Chief of Bureau. 


Comparative data on destination of incoming material depot at foot of 22d 
Street and Torrance Annex 


| M/T Percent 
$$ —— a = sm nies arent Tare an pihapeapteignn Rastresrgniiminatasntenipae 
Type of receipt (6-month period): | 
Stock 5 a 4 a ae a a 50, 000 | 50 
Transhipment_--- y alee teaeae Pe 50, 000 | 50 
Total__ ete Te a la a De ca ee ee as ae 100, 000 | 100 
Stock material received: 
Torrance storage area sadness | 15, 000 | 130 
22d Street area hisses 35, 000 70 
Total ] 50, 000 | 100 
Transshipment material received: 2 , ee a 
Torrance storage area a Siescue iu 3, 500 | 37 
22d Street area______ ‘.. et er es puezt 46, 500 | 93 
Total F Sehasbietaass ks a 50, 000 | 100 





Summary by location: 


Torrance storage area... ‘ peivksbamesmennt 18, 500 | 18.5 
22d Street area____- a ws Sante 81, 500 | 81.5 
Total__. Voapiee : te oe 100, 000 | 100 


1 The majority here is provisions. 

2 Of the transshipment tonnage outloaded during the period January—June 1955, 55 percent was handled 
across commercial piers using contract stevedoring while 45 percent was handled across NSD piers by 
contract stevedoring. The material handled across NSD piers was primarily cement, asphalt, and steel. 

3’ Household goods only. 


Note.—The Navy Shipping Guide contains provisions for speroetinte consignment of stock between 
Torrance and the 22d Street areas. Through the guide, and through receipt of routing requests and 
reports of shipment by which diversions can be made, reshuffling of stock material between 22d Street 
and Torrance Annex is negligible. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
3UREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
Washington, D. C., August 9, 1955. 
Hon. Cuet HOviriecp, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Howirretp: I am taking this opportunity to forward to you ad- 
ditional information concerning the consolidation of supply functions of the 
Naval Supply Depot, San Pedro, with those of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. 
During the course of our discussion in your office on July 25 regarding this 
matter, several points were mentioned which caused me to investigate further 
into what might have engendered the complaints which you had received, and 
I feel that the following information may be of some assistance to you. 

(a) Acceleration of disestablishment plans.—The shift of functions from the 
depot to the shipyard is proceeding in orderly fashion in accordance with the 
original plan as developed by those two activities and approved by BuSandA 
and BuShips for implementation. It is possible that the establishment on July 1, 
1955, of a waterfront facility in the shipyard area for the servicing of fleet 
vessels might have given rise to the belief that plans were being accelerated. 
However, this action was taken at the request of fleet activities in the area, and 
in order to render better service to vessels moored or anchored near the ship- 
yard. I am enclosing a copy of a letter from the commander, Destroyer Flotilla 
3, regarding this facility and which is self-explanatory. 

(b) Food spoilage at the waterfront facility—It was mentioned that 500 
pounds of shrimp had been lost due to spoilage as a direct result of the shift 
of fleet loading to the shipyard area. It was reported to me that there was a loss 
of a quantity of shrimp which had been brought down from the Torrance Annex 
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too late in the day to be delivered to fleet personnel. However, this spoilage 
occurred because the shrimp was inadvertently placed in a chill box rather than 
a freeze box for overnight storage at the depot. I would like to point out that 
the Torrance Annex, where most of the provisions are stored, is approximately 
the same distance from the shipyard as it is from the supply depot. 

(c) Additional personnel for shipyard—The shipyard was granted a tem- 
porary personnel ceiling increase for up to 30 people to assist the personel in the 
supply department in completing preparation for assumption of full general 
stores support as of October 1, 1955.- It is understood that only a portion of this 
ceiling has been actually used and it is expected that the additional personnel 
required to allow the shipyard to prepare for the October 1 date will fluctuate 
as the workload requires. The necessity for temporary increases of this type 
has been foreseen and planned for but it is considered that these temporary 
increases will be offset by similar fluctuations of a downward trend at the naval 
supply depot. 

I am forwarding the above information in the hope that it may be of some 
assistance to you in preparation for your onsite hearings at San Pedro in the 
near future. If I can be of any further assistance in this matter, please do not 
hesitate to call upon me. 

Sincerely, 
R. J. ARNOLD, 
Rear Admiral, SC, USN, Chief of Bureau. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvy, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 22, 1955. 
Hon. CHEtr HOLIFIELD, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommittee, 
House Government Operations Committee, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Houirrecp: In the temporary absence of Secretary Thomas, I am 
replying to your letter of July 27, 1955, in which you requested that Secretary 
Thomas review the enclosed copy of a report by the Military Operations Sub- 
committee entitled ‘The Proposed Disestablishment of San Pedro Naval Supply 
Depot” and the position taken by the Navy in determining whether disestablish- 
ment of the depot is in the national interest. 

I have reviewed both the report and the Navy position. I feel that our esti- 
mate of annual savings ($920,000) and our estimate of total one-time costs 
($820,500) chargeable against the move are reasonably accurate. I further 
consider that the supply-support capability in the harbor area will not be im- 
paired. Therefore, while I fully appreciate the impact of the move on the com- 
munity and on individuals, it is my firm opinion that the economies resulting 
from the move definitetly make it in the national interest. 

I note with interest your intention to hold hearings on the site in the near 
future. So that both sides of this matter may continue to be fully available 
for your consideration, it will be appreciated if the Navy is given an opportu- 
nity to comment on the record of this hearing prior to preparation of your final 
report. 

Sincerely yours, 
R, H. Foeter, 


Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Material). 


—_— 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 29, 1955. 
Hon. CHET HOLIFIELD, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommittee, 
House Government Operations Committee, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAarrMAN: In the absence of the Secretary of the Navy from 
the city, I am acknowledging receipt of your letter of August 26, 1955, concern- 
ing the hearing and on-the-scene inspection of facilities at San Pedro, Torrance, 
and Terminal Island on September 14 and 15, 1955. 
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The Navy Department will be in touch with the subcommittee’s staff to work 
out details, and you will be advised as expeditiously as possible who the repre- 
sentatives are that will work on this matter, 

Sincerely yours, 
C. B. JONES, 
Captain, U. 8. Navy, 
Administrative Aide to the Secretary of the Navy. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., September 2, 1955. 
Hon. CHET HOLIFIELD, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommittee, 
House Government Operations Committee, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in further reply to your letter of August 
26, 1955, concerning the subcommittee plans to continue its inquiry on the pro- 
posed disestablishment of the San Pedro Naval Supply Depot and to hold an 
onsite hearing in California. 

I wish to thank you for your courtesy in furnishing this information and for 
your invitation to furnish representation. I have designated Rear Adm. Joel 
D. Parks, Deputy and Assistant Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, 
assisted by Comdr. W. A. Twitchell, Comdr. W. B. Durant, Jr., and Mr. H. W. 
Tolliver, as my representatives from Washington. In addition to these Depart- 
ment officials there may be aditional representation made from the Navy Depart- 
ment. The commandant of the 11th Naval District will make available to you 
such naval representatives from the San Pedro-Long Beach area as you require. 
The names and official positions of cognizant personnel will be made available 
to you prior to the commencement of the hearing. 

The Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts has designated Commander 
Twitchell of that Bureau as his liaison officer on this matter and he is available 
to work out the necessary details with members of your subcommittee staff. 

So that we may continue to approach the solution of this problem with mutual 
objectivity, it will be appreciated if the Navy is given an opportunity to comment 
on the record of this hearing prior to the preparation of your final report. 

Again let me thank you for your courtesy in this matter. If I can furnish any 
further information to you or to the subcommittee, please do not hesitate to call 
on me. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. H. FoGrer, 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Material). 





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
Washington, D. C., October 25, 1955. 
Hon. Cuetr HOvLiFiE.p, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Horirierp: As the transfer of supply support responsibilities 
from the San Pedro Depot to the Long Beach Shipyard gains momentum, I am 
keeping close watch on the customer-responsiveness of the shipyard. In this 
connection, I would like to quote from a personal letter to Rear Admiral Parks 
from Capt. R. L. Myers, SC, USN, supply and fiscal officer of the Naval Ordnance 
Test Station, Inyokern, China Lake, Calif. : 

“In reply to your personal letter, I am writing you concerning the effect on 
this station occasioned by the planned closing down of the naval supply depot, 
San Pedro, and the transfer of general supply support provided by that activity 
to the Naval Shipyard, Long Beach. 

“Actually, the consolidation of all general supply support at the Naval Ship- 
yard, Long Beach, will be quite advantageous to this station. By that, I mean, 
this station will only have to requisition its material requirements from 1 supply 
activity, not 2, as is the situation av present. This will result in simplified 
requisitioning, followup, receiving, and stock-control procedures. 
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“On routine consolidated shipments to this station, the shipping weight limits 
will be reached sooner, through consolidation at only 1 point rather than 2, 
resulting in faster deliveries. On emergency pickups by this station through 
its Pasadena Annex, trucks will proceed to 1 place of pickup, not 2, as is the 
case at present. 

“In light of the above factors, I believe that this consolidation of general 
supply support will mean better and more economical service in every respect 
to this station.” 

I am forwarding the above as an example of customer attitude toward the 
revised supply support pattern. As the realinement of support responsibility 
moves forward, I will be happy to keep you informed of current customer 
experience if you so desire. 

Sincerely, 
R. J. ARNOLD, 
Rear Admiral, SC, USN, Chief of Bureau. 


NOVEMBER 3, 1955. 
Hon. CHer HOvirieEvp, 
Chairman, Military Operations Subcommittee, 
New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HOolLir1eLp: Enclosed please find an article appearing in 
the San Pedro News-Pilot last evening concerning the litigation with Outer 
Harbor Dock & Wharf Co. 

During the hearings you will no doubt remember this organization estimated 
this transaction would cost the Navy $500,000 as rental for the buildings since 
June of 1950, plus $155,000 restoration claims from the previous closing in 
1949-50, plus an unknown amount which might be claimed by Goodyear Tire 
& Rubber Co. as damages, plus loss of the Navy-built structures. 

This article, citing a figure of $900,000 plus loss of the improvements, we 
believe substantiates our claim that our estimates were conservative and further, 
that this overall move will cost the American taxpayer more money instead of 
saving either funds or personnel. 

Our figure of $500,000 for restoration costs is in addition to the above costs, 
inasmuch as all other leased property in the 22d Street area must still be 
restored to its original condition. 

Yours very truly, 
W. W. Garrison, Jr. 
President NSD San Pedro Boosters Association. 


[San Pedro News-Pilot, November 2, 1955] 
U. 8. SETTLES SUIT OVER NAVY LEASE 


Apparently ending long litigation over ownership and rental fees, the United 
States Government has tentatively agreed to settle for $900,000 the Navy’s use of 
harbor department property leased to Outer Harbor Dock & Warehouse Co. 

In the settlement, the harbor department is scheduled to get $67,419, and Outer 
Harbor the major portion. The Government also has agreed to relinquish its 
claim to title in the warehouse buildings it built during World War II, briefly 
turned over to the Outer Harbor Co., and then took back in a condemnation action 
during the Korean war. 

Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co. was using the two warehouses under a sublease 
when the Navy took them back again. 





DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS, 
Washington 25, D. C., November 10, 1958. 
Hon. CHET HOLIFIELD, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Hotirretp: I know that you will be interested in keeping abreast 
of the developments in the disestablishment of the naval supply depot, San 
Pedro. For this reason I am writing to give you advance information as to the 
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Navy’s planned date for the disestablishment of the depot. This information 
has also been furnished the Hon. Cecil R. King. 

As you may recall, it was originally planned to disestablish the depot on 
June 30, 1955. It was found, however, that there were various difficulties in 
setting up additional telephone facilities at Long Beach and also in obtaining 
office space. These difficulties have been overcome, and it is now planned to 
disestablish the depot on November 30 of this year. This is about 3 months 
earlier than a previous unofficial estimate which had been made and is occa- 
sioned by the cut in civilian personnel which is required of the Navy by the 
Secretary of Defense. In order to protect the job rights of the employees at 
the naval supply depot, it is planned to merge the retention register of the ship- 
yard and the depot and then make reductions from the total force in accordance 
with civil service reduction-in-force procedures. This earlier disestablishment 
of the depot will not affect the total amount of reduction-in-foree. It is still 
estimated that the combined operation at the shipyard will require approxi- 
mately 200 people less than the 2 separate organizations. It is estimated that 
only about 20 people from the supply depot will be separated prior to Decem- 
ber 31. 

I telephoned this information to Mr. Balwan, and he suggested that I write 
you so that you can be kept fully informed on developments. 

Sincerely, 
JorL D. PArKs, 
Rear Admiral, SC, USN, 
Deputy and Assistant Chief of Bureau. 





